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(1)

RELIGIOUS DISCRIMINATION IN WESTERN
EUROPE

WEDNESDAY, JULY 11, 2001

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL

OPERATIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,

Washington, DC.
The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 1:04 p.m. in Room 2154,

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (Chair-
person of the Committee) presiding.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. The hearing will come to order.
Some have asked why the Subcommittee is holding this hearing.

Why, when there are so many egregious cases of religious persecu-
tion and oppression, are we dedicating a session to this issue. The
answer is relatively simple.

When we receive reports of more than 1,000 hate crimes against
Muslims documented over a 2-year period in German. When we ob-
tain substantiated evidence of continued government surveillance
and harassment of Scientologists also in Germany.

When we see countries such as Belgium classifying Southern
Baptists, Quakers, Hasidic Jews’ communities and Quakers as
‘‘sects’’ in an attempt to justify or legitimize violations of the funda-
mental rights of these groups and their follows.

When countries, such as France, pass legislation such as the
About-Picard bill, it is imperative for this Subcommittee to act—to
address the root causes of the problem; to investigate abuses; and,
most importantly, to dissect the policies and laws, in order to as-
sess the impact that these may have on the actions of other govern-
ments.

Upon passage of the French legislation on May 30, Ms. Picard,
one of its authors, told the media that France was the ‘‘leader’’ in
this field, and that ‘‘Foreign parliaments are closely observing our
actions, such as Germany, Belgium, Italy, Spain, Portugal and
former Eastern bloc countries.’’ State Department officials have
confirmed that many of these European countries are considering
similar legislation.

It has been widely reported that China’s Communist leaders are
studying the French precedent for possible use against the Falun
Gong movement.

And just yesterday, Joseph Bosco who teaches at Georgetown
University’s School of Foreign Service, wrote in an article in The
Washington Post that ‘‘Chinese officials now triumphantly canvass
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American academics, touting the French law as partial vindication
for China’s much-criticized human rights practice.’’

Why the fear about the French law will become the norm, rather
than the exception? To reiterate, it creates new arenas for religious
discrimination and violations of fundamental liberties.

Under the law’s vague provisions concerning the dissolution of
religious and spiritual groups, a new criminal offense of psycho-
logical or physical subjection is created which could be applied to
virtually any organization involved in any matters of belief.

Innocent members of a group will be denied the ability to wor-
ship simply because a leading member of the group did something
wrong. Among the offenses which would allow French authorities
to dissolve a religious group are: causing a traffic accident resulting
in bodily injury; failing to provide immunization or blood trans-
fusions; or recommending vitamin therapy, if these were construed
as illegal practices of medicine.

The other provisions of the new French law are the ‘‘mental ma-
nipulation’’ clauses. Jehovah’s Witnesses who would reject blood
transfusions and Christian Scientists, who teach reliance on faith
healing, could easily fall under this new law.

Under the law, the Catholic Church could face prosecution for
the strict conditions under which certain nuns, for example, live.
Other, such as Father Francois, who has been a priest of a parish
for over 35 years and who believes in healing through prayer,
would also be affected. In testimony he provided to the Investiga-
tory Commission for Violations of Human Rights in Paris in April
of last year, Father Francois outlined the systematic harassment
by French authorities because of what they called his ‘‘illegal prac-
tice of prayer.’’

The French Protestant Federation, which includes, Reformed,
Lutheran and Pentecostal churches, as well as the Federation of
the Evangelical Baptist Churches of France, are considering remov-
ing the word ‘‘evangelical’’ from their names. Even before passage
of the law, the inclusion of the word evangelical in the name of a
church, or its inclusion in a church mission statement, had resulted
in various forms of discrimination against religious leaders and be-
lievers.

But what could have driven France and other Western European
countries—bastions of democracy—to establish offices and commis-
sions; to implement policies to deprive their citizens of the most
basic human rights?

Some would argue that the Solar Temple suicides in Canada,
France and Switzerland fueled the anti-sect movements.

Others will point to the language used by the anti-cult cam-
paigners in the French parliament and the media who have pro-
moted the notion that groups appearing on the sect list are a dan-
gerous American import. Some newspapers in Europe have referred
to these so-called sects as ‘‘American Trojan horses.’’ During the de-
bate in the French legislation on this bill, the French lawmakers
spoke frequently about the perceived problems relating to U.S.
churches and ‘‘evangelicals from America.’’

To reiterate, in order to effectively address the issue of religious
discrimination in Western Europe, we must look at the causes or
the variables fuelling the intolerance.
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However, there is no—nor can there ever be—an excuse for viola-
tion or depriving human beings of the right to freedom of thought,
of conscience, of religion, including the freedom to manifest their
religion or belief in the teaching practice, worship and observance.
These rights are enshrined in Article 18 of the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights and cannot—indeed must not—be ignored.

Our distinguished panelists today will address the problems by
country. They will provide personal and expert testimony on the
forms of discrimination used and the patterns which are devel-
oping.

Lastly, I have asked them to offer recommendations on possible
legislative actions—addressing tools currently available to the Con-
gress through the International Religious Freedom Act, as well as
new initiatives to bring about an end to religious discrimination
and intolerance.

In conclusion, I would like to return to the question of why we
are holding this hearing.

Just last week, we celebrated our country’s independence and the
principles upon which it was founded. In doing so, we honored
those very first immigrants to America who came to these shores
from Europe searching for the freedom to practice their faith.

With this history as our guiding principle, how could we sit idly
by and do nothing? How could we not have a hearing to address
these issues.

And now I would like to turn to the Ranking Member, my good
friend, Congresswoman Cynthia McKinney, from Georgia, for her
opening statement. Cynthia.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ros-Lehtinen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA, AND CHAIRWOMAN, SUB-
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS

Some have asked why the Subcommittee is holding this hearing. Why, when there
are so many egregious cases of religious persecution and oppression, are we dedi-
cating a session to this issue. The answer is relatively simple.

When we receive reports of more than 1,000 hate crimes against Muslims docu-
mented over a 2-year period in Germany. When we obtain substantiated evidence
of continued government surveillance and harassment of Scientologists also in Ger-
many.

When we see countries such as Belgium classifying Southern Baptists, Quakers,
Hasidic Jewish communities and Quakers as ‘‘sects’’ in an attempt to justify or le-
gitimize violations of the fundamental rights of these groups and their followers.

When countries, such as France, pass legislation such as the About-Picard bill,
it is imperative for this Subcommittee to act—to address the root causes of the prob-
lem; to investigate abuses; and, most importantly, to dissect the policies and laws,
in order to assess the impact these may have on the actions of other governments.

Upon passage of the French legislation on May 30th, Ms. Picard, one of its au-
thors, told the media that France was the ‘‘leader’’ in this field and that ‘‘Foreign
parliaments are closely observing our actions, such as Germany, Belgium, Italy,
Spain, Portugal and former eastern bloc countries.’’ State Department officials have
confirmed that many of these European countries are considering similar legislation.

Further, it has been widely reported that China’s Communist leaders are studying
the French precedent for possible use against the Falun Gong movement.

Just yesterday, Joseph Bosco who teaches at Georgetown University’s School of
Foreign Service, wrote in an article in The Washington Post, that ‘‘Chinese officials
now triumphantly canvass American academics, touting the French law as partial
vindication for China’s much-criticized human rights posture.’’

Why the fear that the About-Picard law will become the norm, rather than the
exception? To reiterate, it creates new arenas for religious discrimination and viola-
tions of fundamental liberties.
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Under the law’s vague provision concerning the dissolution of religious and spir-
itual groups, a new criminal offense of psychological or physical subjection is created
which could be applied to virtually any organization involved in matters of belief.

Innocent members of a group will be denied the ability to worship simply because
a leading member of the group did something wrong. Among the offenses which
would allow French authorities to dissolve a religious group are: causing a traffic
accident resulting in bodily injury; failing to provide immunizations or blood trans-
fusions; or recommending vitamin therapy, if this were construed as illegal practice
of medicine.

The other pernicious provisions of the new French law are the ‘‘mental manipula-
tion’’ clauses. Jehovah’s witnesses who would reject blood transfusions and Chris-
tian Scientists, who teach reliance on faith healing, could easily fall under this law.

Under the new law, the Catholic Church could face prosecution for the strict con-
ditions under which Carmelite nuns, for example, live. Others, such as Father Fran-
cois, who has been a priest of a parish for over 35 years and who believes in healing
through prayer would also be affected. In testimony he provided to the Investigatory
Commission for Violations of Human Rights in Paris in April of last year, Father
Francois outlined the systematic harassment by French authorities because of what
they called his ‘‘illegal practice of prayer.’’

The French Protestant Federation , which includes Reformed, Lutheran and Pen-
tecostal churches, as well as the Federation of Evangelical Baptist Churches of
France are considering removing the word ‘‘evangelical’’ from their names. Even be-
fore the passage of the About-Picard law, the inclusion of the word evangelical in
the name of a church, or its inclusion in a church mission statement, had resulted
in various forms of discrimination against religious leaders and believers.

But what could have driven France and other Western European countries—bas-
tions of democracy—to establish offices and commissions; to implement policies,
which deprive their citizens of their most basic human rights?

Some would argue that the Solar Temple suicides in Canada, France, and Swit-
zerland, fueled the anti-sect movements.

Others will point to the language used by anti-cult campaigners in the French
parliament and media who have promoted the notion that groups appearing on sect
lists are a dangerous American import. Some newspapers in Europe have referred
to these so-called sects as an ‘‘American Trojan horse.’’ During the debate in the
French legislature on the About-Picard bill, French lawmakers spoke frequently
about the perceived problems relating to U.S. churches and ‘‘evangelicals from
America.’’

To reiterate, in order to effectively address the issue of religious discrimination
in Western Europe, we must look at the causes or variables fueling the intolerance.

However, there is no—nor can there ever be—an excuse for violating or depriving
human beings of the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion, including
the freedom to manifest their religion or belief in teaching practice, worship and ob-
servance. These rights are enshrined in Article 18 of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and cannot—must not—be ignored.

Our distinguished panelists today will address the problems by country. They will
provide personal and expert testimony on the forms of discrimination used and pat-
terns which are developing.

Lastly, I have asked them to offer recommendations on possible legislative ac-
tion—addressing tools currently available to the Congress through the International
Religious Freedom Act, for example, as well as new initiatives to bring about an end
to religious discrimination and intolerance.

In conclusion, I would like to return to the question of why we are holding this
hearing.

Just last week, we celebrated our country’s independence and the principles it
was founded on. In doing so, we honored those very first immigrants to America
who came to these shores from Europe searching for the freedom to practice their
faith.

With this history as our guiding principle, how could we sit idly by and do noth-
ing? How could we not have a hearing to address these issues?

Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. I would like to thank
you for holding this hearing on the subject of religious freedom, a
fundamental human right that has been upheld throughout the
world. Worship is an intensely private and personal commitment,
and we must be vigilant in defending the right of all people to de-
cide how to worship their God, or whether to worship at all.
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Today our focus is on Western Europe, and, unfortunately, the
evidence suggests that religious discrimination remains a threat
even in this democratic and pluralistic region.

One trend that has recently appeared in Europe is the prolifera-
tion of so-called ‘‘anti-sect laws,’’ which are aimed at protecting the
public from what are believed to be dangerous cults that attempt
to engage in mind control or brainwashing. Countries that have
adopted such laws include Austria, Belgium, Germany, and France.

These measure appear well-intentioned, but who has the right to
determine for other what is a ‘‘cult’’ and what is an ‘‘acceptable’’ re-
ligion? When the government presumes to do so, it seems that a
Pandora’s Box of state interference in religious life has been
opened.

And furthermore, when the government becomes the arbiter of
religious authenticity, which religions are likely to be targeted?

Certainly not the established religions that enjoy the support of
the majority in a population.

Instead, the victims are going to be minority religions, the least
well known and most misunderstood faiths; in short, the very
groups that agreements like the Helsinki Accord were designed to
protect.

Today, we are going to hear about the unfortunate position of
Scientologists in German, where job applicants can be disqualified
if they refuse to sign a declaration stating that they are not mem-
ber of the Church of Scientology.

I look forward to hearing more about this state of affairs from
our panel, because the situation in Germany sounds like an exam-
ple of religious discrimination at its most blatant.

At the same time, I want to mention some other forms of reli-
gious discrimination in this region, the religious aspects of which
we might forget because they are seen as parts of larger conflicts.

Sadly, the plight of Catholics in Northern Ireland remains a
prime example. Although the Royal Ulster Constabulary adopted
new measures to encourage the recruitment of Catholics and
women, Amnesty International reports that the act failed to high-
light the centrality of human rights protection and to include all
the measures for increased policy accountability recommended by
the Independent Commission on Policing for Northern Ireland Oc-
tober 1999.

Meanwhile, Catholics in the area are reportedly continue to be
victims of violent attacks as The Washington Post reported last
month.

In fact, as Europe becomes increasingly unified, it appears that
the reactions of some to the cultural and economic upheaval that
comes with this process has led to an overall increase in intoler-
ance.

As Dr. Shimon Samuels of the Simon Wiesenthal Institute wrote,
‘‘The expanding European Union has witnessed the replace-

ment of customs and border control officers by skinhead gangs
and hate mongers who use defectors of music and sport, racist
rock groups and violence on the soccer fields, to recruit a frus-
trated generation of unemployable youth.’’
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Dr. Samuels reports a recent increase in Europe in the scape
goating of Jewish people for economic trouble, as well as an in-
crease in the instances of holocaust denial and the desecration of
Jewish cemeteries and memorials.

Muslims have also been targets. In France, anti-Muslin senti-
ment is closely tied to racism, and lingering resentments from the
Algerian war for independence that ranged from 1954 to 1962.

Many Muslims of North African descent living in housing
projects that are disproportionately non-white, although the gov-
ernment of France offers no affirmative action programs to combat
this inequality.

As Dr. Laila al-Marayati, the president of the Muslim Women’s
League wrote,

the ‘‘human rights violations suffered by Muslims in Europe
range from policy brutality and right-wing extremist attacks
that often result in murder to confinement to the role of sec-
ond-class citizen. When expedient, the card of fares of ‘Islamic
fundamentalism’ is used to justify persecution and discrimina-
tion as Europe and her allies do not question such a character-
ization.’’

However, Madam Chair, before we go any further in condemning
our Western European allies for the discrimination that may be
going on within their border, we as Americans need to question
whether our own house is in order.

As the citizens of a nation that is founded upon the idea of reli-
gious freedom, we have set the standard for ensuring that all indi-
viduals have the right to worship as they please. If we are to take
credit for being leaders on the religious freedom issue, then we
need to recognize that with this leadership role comes responsi-
bility.

This includes the responsibility of addressing our own failures to
live up to the standards that we have set.

I am sorry to say that, as we speak, a serious religious discrimi-
nation issue in the United States remains unresolved.

I am talking about the secret evidence laws and the unfair im-
prisonment of Muslim individuals that these laws have led to. In
1996, in an effort to combat terrorism, Congress established the
Anti-Terrorism Removal Procedures and the Alien Terrorist Re-
moval Court. Under this system, the INS may detain suspected for-
eign terrorists on classified evidence, without ever showing that
evidence to the suspects or their lawyers.

As Niels Frenzen, an attorney who has represented clients in se-
cret evidence proceedings, wrote in the Los Angeles Times,

‘‘The targets of secret evidence almost always are Arabs and
Muslims.’’

Mr. Frenzen goes to on say that,
‘‘When secret evidence is used, the INS has an almost perfect

track record in convincing the judges who hear immigration
cases that the targeted individual is a terrorist or poses some
risk to national security.

‘‘Yet all of the secret evidence cases tracked by advocacy
groups in the past several years have unraveled the moment

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 11:06 Sep 19, 2001 Jkt 073775 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 F:\WORK\IOHR\071101\73775 HINTREL1 PsN: HINTREL1



7

the targeted individual gets a glimpse of the government’s evi-
dence or is granted a retrial in which the government cannot
rely on secret witnesses or documents.’’

To take away the right of a defendant to confront his or her ac-
cuser is a travesty of American justice in and of itself, but the
added fact that these laws have been targeted at Muslims makes
this a religious discrimination issue as well.

On December, 15,2000, former Attorney General Janet Reno re-
leased on bond Mazen al-Najjar, a Palestinian who was held in a
Florida detention center for more than 3 years without being
charged with any crime. While this action came much too late, I
hope that it is a sign that the days of the secret evidence laws are
numbered. By rectifying this injustice, we in the United States
have an opportunity to strengthen our position as advocates of reli-
gious tolerance and freedom, and to prove that through our ability
to deal with problems at home we can more effectively combat reli-
gious discrimination in Western Europe or in any other part of the
world.

Madam Chair, I look forward to hearing from our witnesses.
[The prepared statement of Ms. McKinney follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CYNTHIA A. MCKINNEY, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Madame Chair, I would like to thank you for holding this hearing on the subject
of religious freedom, a fundamental human right that must be upheld throughout
the world. Worship is an intensely private and personal commitment, and we must
be vigilant in defending the right of all people to decide how to worship their God,
or whether to worship at all. Today our focus is on Western Europe, and, unfortu-
nately, the evidence suggests that religious discrimination remains a threat even in
this democratic and pluralistic region. One trend that has recently appeared in Eu-
rope is the proliferation of so-called ‘‘anti-sect laws,’’ which are aimed at protecting
the public from what are believed to be dangerous cults that attempt to engage in
mind control or brainwashing. Countries that have adopted such laws include Aus-
tria, Belgium, Germany, and France.

These measures appear well intentioned, but who has the right to determine for
others what is a ‘‘cult,’’ and what is an ‘‘acceptable’’ religion? When the government
presumes to do so, it seems that a Pandora’s Box of state interference in religious
life has been opened.

And furthermore, when the government becomes the arbiter of religious authen-
ticity , which religions are likely to be targeted?

Certainly not the established religions that enjoy the support of the majority in
a population.

Instead, the victims are going to be minority religions, the least well known and
most misunderstood faiths, in short, the very groups that agreements like the Hel-
sinki Accords were designed to protect.

Today, we are going to hear about the unfortunate position of Scientologists in
Germany, where job applicants can be disqualified if they refuse to sign a declara-
tion stating that they are not members of the Church of Scientology.

I look forward to hearing more about this state of affairs from our panel, because
the situation in Germany sounds like an example of religious discrimination at its
most blatant.

At the same time, I want to mention some other forms of religious discrimination
in this region, the religious aspects of which we might forget because they are seen
as parts of larger conflicts.

Sadly, the plight of Catholics in Northern Ireland remains a prime example. Al-
though the Royal Ulster Constabulary adopted new measures to encourage the re-
cruitment of Catholics and women, Amnesty International reports that ‘‘the act
failed to highlight the centrality of human rights protection and to include all the
measures for increased policy accountability recommended by the Independent Com-
mission on Policing for Northern Ireland in October 1999.’’

Meanwhile, Catholics in the area reportedly continue to be the victims of violent
attacks, as the Washington Post reported last month.
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In fact, as Europe becomes increasingly unified, it appears that the reactions of
some to the cultural and economic upheaval that comes with this process has led
to an overall increase in intolerance. As Dr. Shimon Samuels of the Simon
Wiesenthal Institute wrote, ‘‘the expanding European Union has witnessed the re-
placement of customs and border control officers by skinhead gangs and
hatemongers who use the vectors of music and sport (racist rock groups and violence
on the soccer fields) to recruit a frustrated generation of unemployable youth.’’

Dr. Samuels reports a recent increase in Europe in the scapegoating of Jewish
people for economic trouble, as well as an increase in the instances of Holocaust de-
nial and the desecration of Jewish cemeteries and memorials.

Muslims have also been targets. In France, anti-Muslim sentiment is closely tied
to racism and lingering resentments from the Algerian war for independence that
raged from 1954 to 1962. Many Muslims of North African descent live in housing
projects that are disproportionately nonwhite, although the government of France
offers no affirmative action programs to combat this inequality. As Dr. Laila al-
Marayati, the president of the Muslim Women’s League wrote, the ‘‘human rights
violations suffered by Muslims in Europe range from police brutality and right-wing
extremist attacks that often result in murder to confinement to the role of second-
class citizen. When expedient, the card of fears of ‘Islamic fundamentalism’ is used
to justify persecution and discrimination as Europe and her allies do not question
such a characterization.’’

However, Madame Chair, before we go any further in condemning our Western
European allies for the discrimination that may be going on within their borders,
we as Americans need to question whether our own house is in order.

As the citizens of a nation that is founded upon the idea of religious freedom, we
have set the standard for ensuring that all individuals have the right to worship
as they please. If we are to take credit for being leaders on the religious freedom
issue, then we need to recognize that with this leadership role comes responsibility.

This includes the responsibility of addressing our own failures to live up to the
standard that we have set.

I’m sorry to say that, as we speak, a serious religious discrimination issue in the
United States remains unresolved.

I am talking about the secret evidence laws and the unfair imprisonment of Mus-
lim individuals that these laws have led to. In 1996, in an effort to combat ter-
rorism, Congress established the Anti-Terrorism Removal Procedures and the Alien
Terrorist Removal Court. Under this system, the INS may detain suspected foreign
terrorists on classified evidence, without even showing that evidence to the suspect
or his lawyers.

As Niels W. Frenzen, an attorney who has represented clients in secret evidence
proceedings, wrote in the Los Angeles Times, ‘‘the targets of secret evidence almost
always are Arabs and Muslims.’’

Mr. Frenzen goes on to say that ‘‘when secret evidence is used, the INS has an
almost perfect track record in convincing the judges who hear immigration cases
that the targeted individual is a terrorist or poses some risk to the national security.

Yet all of the secret evidence cases tracked by advocacy groups in the past several
years have unraveled the moment the targeted individual gets a glimpse of the gov-
ernment’s evidence or is granted a retrial in which the government cannot rely on
secret witnesses or documents.’’

Madame Chair, to take away the right of a defendant to confront his or her ac-
cuser is a travesty of American justice in and of itself, but the added fact that these
laws have been targeted at Muslims makes this a religious discrimination issue as
well. I

On December 15,2000, former Attorney General Reno released on bond Mazen al-
Najjar, a Palestinian who was held in a Florida detention center for more than three
years without being charged with any crime. While this action came much too late,
I hope that it is a sign that the days of the secret evidence laws are numbered. By
rectifying this injustice, we in the United States have an opportunity to strengthen
our position as advocates of religious tolerance and freedom, and to prove through
our ability to deal with problems at home that we can more effectively combat reli-
gious discrimination in Western Europe or any other part of the world.

I look forward to hearing from the witnesses.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Cynthia. Thank you.
Now I am proud to recognize the Chairman of the Middle East

Subcommittee and the former Chairman of the International Rela-
tions Committee, Chairman Gilman.
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Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentlelady for yielding, and I am
pleased to yield to one of our Subcommittee Chairman who has to
attend another meeting along with me at a later time. I would be
pleased to yield to the Subcommittee Chairman from New Jersey,
Mr. Smith.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Mr. Gilman, and we will recog-
nize you afterward, and Mr. Smith——

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Chairman Gilman.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN [continuing]. Returned from a very successful

mission abroad, along with our colleague, Mr. Tancredo, where
they let him have it. Good for you, Chris.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for scheduling this
very, very important hearing today on religious discrimination in
Western Europe.

As you have noted, last evening Mr. Tancredo and I—and a dele-
gation of Democrats and Republicans who make up the U.S. Dele-
gation to the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
Parliamentary Assembly—returned from Paris. I was co-Chairman
of that delegation. We had a number of robust and vigorous de-
bates on issues from trafficking in human persons to the issue of
police detention, torture, torture victims relief, Chechnya, and a
whole host of other important—Chechnya issues were discussed.
We also had a very focused discussion on the issue of freedom of
religion.

Madam Chair, increasingly by the day there are negative trends.
The new French law, which was promulgated by President Chirac
on June 13, is the latest effort in Western Europe to restrict reli-
gious freedom. Without a doubt, the law can be used as a legal tool,
and I would suggest as a blunt instrument for state authorities to
dissolve certain religious groups found to be unacceptable by state
authorities.

The law vests the government with sweeping new powers for offi-
cials to fine and even liquidate, dissolve religious groups based on
the condition of an individual member adhering to the law.

Secretary Craner will testify in a moment, and looking at his tes-
timony, he provides some background regarding the differences be-
tween cultures, which should not become a pretext for allowing re-
ligious persecution. He points out that, on behalf of the Adminis-
tration, we view the new legislation in France as placing religious
freedom at risk. I think those words are very, very true.

Last Monday, Mr. Tancredo and I had the opportunity to meet
with fellow parliamentarian, Madame Catherine Picard, who was
one of the principal authors of the new French law. I can say with-
out any fear of contradiction, I think Tom had the same view, her
explanations as to why the law was necessary were deeply dis-
turbing.

The mantra seems to be that there is a need for the state to re-
spond to the mass suicides of the Solar Temple or even the Ghana
suicides more than 20 years ago. They keep bringing out those
events as if they justify this sweeping new crackdown on other reli-
gious groups and the free exercise of conscience.

Rather than allowing criminal provisions in the law to address
those practices whenever and wherever they occur, these events
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are being used to advance an insidious and an intolerant attack
against religious practice.

As matter of fact, during our conversation, she asked why we
were concerned about it. One of the most important aspects of the
Helsinki process is that there are generally recognized individual
rights that all OSCE participating states have agreed to. Most of
the countries of the world have agreed to the Universal Declaration
on Human Rights, but there are specific Helsinki principles about
freedom of conscience that France has agreed to as well. The new
law is indeed violative of those principles.

I think Tom and many of us would agree that the French law
has had and will have a chilling effect on religious believers in
France, because if they step across a very, very carefully cir-
cumscribed line, that they run the risk of harassment, perhaps im-
prisonment and fines.

Let me also point out to my colleagues that France is leading by
bad example. The People’s Republic of China is savoring what
France is doing. There are very persistent reports that they are ex-
amining the model being promulgated by France with envy.

As we all know, the PRC cracks down often with total impunity.
Yet, if they can overlay some sense of respectability since the
French are doing the same, it gives them standing in the world
community to argue they are following other Western democracies.

As a matter of fact, Joseph Boscow, in his Washington Post edi-
torial points out China’s communist leaders have finally found a
Western human rights model they like, in France’s new anti-cult
law making mental manipulation a crime.

And finally, Madam Chair, if you look at the details of the law
you become even more concerned. The idea of offending the public
order can become an actionable offense to dissolve a religious asso-
ciation. I asked Madame Picard three times about this and got a
very poor response. I asked what would happen if Martin Luther
King used nonviolent civil disobedience in France. His efforts in
trying to topple unjust U.S. laws and policies ultimately resulted
in new legislation, like the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and many
other good laws followed. However, he broke the law, was arrested
many times and spent time in prison to accomplish this goal. He
often used the pulpit to admonish believers to break the law.

Under the French legislation, if a Martin Luther King type in
France were to stand up and say ‘‘This French law is unjust, we
need to have nonviolent civil disobedience,’’ their religious associa-
tion could be dissolved, and criminal and civil penalties metted out
against those people.

This is a very dangerous law. After having read the law and ex-
planations of it several times, and after Tom Tancredo and I met
with Madame Picard, I am very, very concerned that the intent is
to dissolve religious organizations and associations with whom the
government may have a disagreement. So this is a dangerous law,
a horrible precedent. Hopefully this hearing and others like it, as
well as a backlash by people who believe in religious freedom, will
result in the short term non-implementation or weak implementa-
tion, and then total eradication of this law.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much, Congressman Smith,
and thank you, Mr. Gilman for yielding your time, and I am proud
to recognize you now.

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you, Madam Chairperson. I want to thank
Congressman Smith and Congressmen Tancredo for having at-
tended those recent sessions in France.

Chairperson Ros-Lehtinen, we very much appreciate your taking
the time to review this extremely important issue, religious dis-
crimination in Western Europe, and we welcome and appreciate
the time that the witnesses who will be testifying today have taken
to travel and come before us with their important testimony.

It is a particular pleasure to welcome our new Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Democracy, Human Right, and Labor, the Hon-
orable Lorne Craner, and we hope you will before us on many other
occasions——

Mr. CRANER. Thank you.
Mr. GILMAN [continuing]. Along with Scott Thayer.
This is not the sort of issue that necessarily attracts, as we

know, a lot of favorable headlines for defending people who are not
necessarily popular in some of the states that are the topics of our
consideration.

But liberty is indivisible. The liberty interests of individuals in
France are really of a piece with our own liberties. The French dis-
criminatory example is spreading. Under the May 30th French
anti-sect legislation, we recognize, of course, that no one is in dan-
ger of being tortured in France for their religious beliefs. However,
the coercive power of the state does appear to be ready to impact
minorities merely because they happen to be unpopular and dis-
agree with many people in their nation.

It is regrettable that in places like China and the states of the
former Soviet Union, where running afoul of the authorities can
have far worse consequences, the discriminatory example of France
and other Western European countries is now being cited and held
up to be a model.

The religious discriminatory problem was reviewed by our Full
Committee last year as part of the Full Committee’s jurisdiction
over Western Europe.

But Madam Chairman, your Subcommittee is even a more appro-
priate Committee to fully review this matter, and we look forward
to today’s testimony by our witnesses.

And Madam Chairman, you will forgive both Mr. Smith and I if
we have to try to shuttle between the other Subcommittee on Eu-
rope and this Committee, but we will be returning if we have to
leave a little early.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, again for pursuing this extremely
important issue.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Mr. Gilman, you have been a
leader on this issue for many years, and we thank you for that.

And Mr. Tancredo, who travelled with Congressman Smith, will
give us his personal experience about the hearings. Thank you.

Mr. TANCREDO. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
I must admit that it is incredibly fortuitous that we are holding

this hearing, and it is one that I had not actually anticipated, and
it is entirely my fault for not paying enough attention to my sched-
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ule, but I did not know until today that the hearing was going to
be held, and focusing on this particular topic. And I could hardly
believe it because, of course, as Congressman Smith just told you,
we just returned and had a very lengthy and very lively discussion
with members of the French parliament, and in particular, with
Madame Picard about this particular piece of legislation.

It is amazing in a way, and it is—that amazement we tried to
share with our French colleagues, the incredible irony of having to
bring to their attention a law of this nature, the attention of the
French National Assembly, and the French government which
prides itself, and rightly so, on having a history, a very rich history
of a liberal attitude toward individual freedom, individual perspec-
tives, people sort of doing their own thing, it is amazing that there
we were in France having to bring to their attention the particular
concerns that the world community, much of the world community
share about a law that they have passed and that is, unfortunately,
becoming, as has been mentioned, not just a model for other na-
tions to follow, but an excuse for many nations to continue their
practice of harassment and persecution of religious minorities. That
alone should give the French cause to think again about their ac-
tions.

How this action taken by a government can affect individuals
and church groups inside a country was brought to our immediate
attention in a meeting and a subsequent dinner with a pastor of
a Christian church in Nimes, France. His name is Pastor Louis De
Meo.

Pastor De Meo has been there for 20 years. It is a conservative
Christian church, and yet they have faced difficulties since the
French parliamentary list of ‘‘sects’’ was published in 1996. The
church is not typical of many French churches but is typical of
many American evangelical churches. The pastor is actually an
American, so there is a degree of distrust.

He gave us a booklet that is 2 inches thick documenting all the
incidents and news articles about their congregation, because no-
body would really believe their story. You are talking about a
Christian church in France. How in the world can you really expect
anybody to believe that there is persecution going on, and that the
government approves of it?

But in fact there is a great deal of empirical evidence that he
provided for us to prove that fact. Just to relay an interesting little
aside, which goes to the heart of the matter, imagine this.

A dentist in Nimes who treats Pastor De Meo, his family, mem-
bers of his church, was asking after a period of time to actually go
to school and change his profession. But, he was not permitted to
sit for the national law exam, because of his affiliation with Pastor
De Meo and the school of the Grace Evangelical Church.

He was refused entrance to the exam, and the reason given him
is because he treated this group. If this is not an indication of the
way this law can play itself out, if the government sanctions this
kind of activity, it allows for bigots in any community, of course,
to bring their force to bear. They can do so with impunity because
they can feel as though the law is really on their side.

And this is the point we tried to make over and over again to
Madame Picard. I do not know to what extent we were successful
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in our communication, but I do know that it was a heated debate,
I can assure you of that. And there is a natural reluctance, as you
all know, I am not telling you anything you do not know, there is
sort of an anti-Western, specifically anti-U.S. bias that comes out
often in dealing with the French. That bias certainly was there
when we were bold enough, audacious enough to come to them and
suggest that they should rethink a law of this nature, and even
question them in terms of their human rights leadership.

Subsequent to this law being passed, Pastor De Meo has had a
number of other incidents, and again is naturally concerned about
how this will play out. I assure you that it is a church that many
witnessed—a type of church many of us have attended. It is a
Christian church, evangelical in nature, but can he be accused of
mind manipulation because, of course, there are a number of peo-
ple in France and all over the world who are anti-Christian in their
bias and could suggest that that kind of activity has some nefar-
ious purpose.

Well, of course, this could happen. Now, the French government
told the U.S. do not worry, it probably will not have that effect.
When the law was first proposed, it gave the bureaucracy a great
deal of latitude as to actually how to deal with religious groups. If
someone in the bureaucracy of the group were to have some inci-
dent, though, action could be taken to fine or in fact dissolve a
church.

Madame Picard suggested that her changing of the law had a
great advantage to it because the decision to dissolve a religious or-
ganization would go through a judicial process, and a judge would
have to make that determination. It is true that a judge would
have to determine whether the action taken by the organization’s
leader would rise to a certain level and allow the dissolution of the
church.

But, she never could respond to Congressman Smith’s example of
Martin Luther King which is a great example of the potential detri-
mental effect of the new law. It is a perfect example of a time in
the United States when the government, especially the local gov-
ernments in the South and in many areas were quite hostile to his
particular point of view, point of view that was being expressed in
the church, motivated by deeply religious men and women.

Why would we think for a moment that someone would not have
used this kind of law to stifle the ability of Martin Luther King and
others to bring their concerns forward by dissolving their church?
Not just arresting Martin Luther King and anybody else that actu-
ally broke a law, you know, sat in front of a counter or whatever
kind of transgression it might be, but actually dissolve the church
as a result of the infraction. This is just absolutely incredible to
me.

I want to assure you that I am looking forward with great relish
to the testimony here today, especially, of course, in light of the
fact that it is all still very fresh in my mind.

So I thank—thank you, Madam Chair.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you for a very moving opening state-

ment, Tom. Thank you.
And we are very proud to have our first panel of witnesses. Our

hearing starts today with the debut appearance of the Honorable
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Lorne Craner, and I say this because he is a good friend before the
Subcommittee.

Recently, on June 4, Lorne Craner was sworn in as the Assistant
Secretary of State for Democracy, Human Right and Labor. Prior
to this appointment, Secretary Craner served as the president of
the International Republican Institute since 1995. There he worked
closely with the issue of human rights as he oversaw programs to
promote democracy free markets and the rule of law around the
world.

During the first Bush Administration, Secretary Craner served
as the Director of Asian Affairs at the National Security Council
and as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Legislative Affairs.
However, he got his start in the corridors of Congress as a foreign
policy advisor to Senator John McCain and Congressman Jim
Colby.

It’s a pleasure to have you join us today, Lorne. Welcome.
Mr. CRANER. Thank you very much.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. And we will put your entire statement into

the record, and I am pretty fierce with my gabel for the 5 minutes.
Cynthia can tell you. I will fling it at you. Thank you.

Mr. CRANER. I will be waiting to catch it.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE LORNE W. CRANER, ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY, BUREAU OF DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS,
AND LABOR, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. CRANER. Well, Chairperson Ros-Lehtinen and Members of
the Subcommittee, let me thank you for the opportunity to appear
before you today to testify on religious freedom in Western Europe.
This is my first testimony as assistant secretary and I am very
proud that it comes before such great defenders of liberty.

We appreciate and share your commitment to religious freedom,
and to effort to promote it around the world. We are here because
we have some important differences with our friends and allies in
Western Europe. But I also begin by placing the differences in per-
spective. Religious minorities are treated better in West Europe
than in many other regions of the world, and civil liberties in gen-
eral are respected and nourished by those nations.

In addition, some of our disagreements are the products of diver-
gent historical experience. While America has long revered reli-
gious liberty and experienced religious diversity, most European
states have longstanding ties to an official religion, and yet we are
very concerned that in some European countries the process of reg-
ulating religion is being expanded.

In particular, new legislation in France, the About-Picard law,
places religious freedom at risk. While much will depend on how
the statute is implemented, we are concerned that it has estab-
lished a precedent, not only because of its potential impact in
France, but also because of its likely use as a model by undemo-
cratic countries. The legislation is overly broad and ambiguous. It
gives the government authority to fine and even dissolve any reli-
gious association based on two or more convictions of a prescribed
list of offenses.

Many in France have registered their objections to the About-Pic-
ard bill, including the French Council of Churches and Jewish,
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Muslim, Catholic and Protestant leaders. Indeed, the Council of
Europe issued a declaration on April 26, citing its view that the
legislation could be discriminatory and violate human right stand-
ards. We share that concern.

We are also very concerned that this model will be adopted and
them misused by countries that possess neither the French rule of
law nor France’s history of generally protecting human rights. We
have seen evidence that French officials are actually actively pro-
moting this model in some of these countries and that some, such
as Russia and other countries in Eastern Europe, are even consid-
ering its adaptation.

We are distressed at reports that the government Hong Kong,
under pressure from China, may adopt a law based on the About-
Picard in order to deal with the Falun Gong.

I also want to highlight an apparent expansion in the monitoring
and regulation of religious minorities in Austria, Belgium and to a
degree, in Germany. Typically, these policies involve the creation
of government agency to protect citizens against dangerous cults.

In Belgium, the Center for Information on Advice on Harmful
Sectarian Organizations collects and disseminates information on
sectarian groups, and devices evaluative criteria to assess the risk
for brainwashing, financial exploitation and isolation from family.
A similar Center was established in Austria to monitor cults.

The German government does not have a formal commission to
battle sects, and appears to have rejected the Belgium, French
model to managing minority religions. Germany does not however
recognize Scientology as a religion, but views it as an economic en-
terprise that is opposed to the German democratic state. This has
contributed to the use of so-called sect filters for employment, and
has led some firms and individuals to screen out Scientologists in
some sectors of business and employment. We have expressed to
the German government our view that these practices are discrimi-
natory.

In closing, let me assure the Committee that the State Depart-
ment and our embassies in West Europe have worked and will con-
tinue to work with each of these governments to ensure that they
understand our concerns and to explore ways to move forward. In
particular, we will be watching closely as this new French legisla-
tion, About-Picard, is implemented.

Despite our differences of view, the U.S. and the democracies of
West Europe share a strong commitment to universal human
rights. Today, we are in the process of expanding our transatlantic
dialogue to, unfortunately, include religious freedom. I hope that
this will enrich both the American and the European under-
standing of religious liberty.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Craner follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE LORNE W. CRANER, ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY, BUREAU OF DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS, AND LABOR, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF STATE

Chairman Ros-Lehtinen and Members of the Sub-Committee, it is an honor to ap-
pear before you today to testify on the status of religious freedom in Western Eu-
rope. We appreciate your own commitment to religious freedom, and your efforts to-
wards our common goal of promoting religious freedom around the world.
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SETTING THE CONTEXT

We have some important differences with our friends and Allies in Western Eu-
rope with respect to religious freedom. But we should at the outset place those dif-
ferences in context. Minority religions are treated better in Western Europe than
in most other regions of the world. While we are quite concerned with the trends
that I will outline today, we must also acknowledge that the severity of religious
persecution we see in areas like China and Sudan is simply not present in Western
Europe. Civil liberties in general are respected and nourished by the nations of
Western Europe.

It is also important to note that there are genuine historical and cultural dif-
ferences that help explain the divergences between the U.S. and European ap-
proaches to the role of religion in society. While most European states had long-
standing ties to an official religion—and some still do—colonial America was from
its earliest days a haven for people who sought religious liberty. By the time our
Bill of Rights was adopted, the principle of religious freedom was already under-
stood, codified, and widely accepted throughout our country.

In the two centuries that have followed, the United States became the most reli-
giously energetic and diverse society in history. Today, virtually every major religion
in the world can be found in our country, and many of the smaller ones as well.
This rich diversity reflects our conviction that the religious impulse is common to
every human being, and that religion is a cornerstone of democracy and civil society.
This belief is one of the motivating forces behind the President’s Faith-Based Initia-
tive.

In some European countries, public policy reflects the view that religions need to
be regulated and controlled, notwithstanding their contributions to civil society and
democracy. Europeans sometimes view these relatively new, minority religions as a
source of disruption or even alarm, and appear to place a burden of proof on them
to demonstrate they are not a threat.

Of course, every organization—religious or not—is subject to the law. Western Eu-
ropean democracies, like our own, have ample statutory prohibitions on violence and
fraudulent activities.

I should also note that most states in Western Europe confer recognition on spe-
cific religious communities. In Belgium, Germany, Spain and Italy, for example, the
government determines what is officially recognized as a religion. If the criteria set
by the State are met, legal recognition of the new religion is granted and its rela-
tionship with society is codified and regulated. This usually entails things like pray-
er permits, tax benefits, the right to perform marriages, and chaplains in the mili-
tary.

THE PROBLEM

With this background in mind, I want to call your attention to new legislation in
France that we believe places religious freedom at risk. While much will depend on
how the statute is implemented, we are concerned that it has established a prece-
dent that is troubling, not only because of its potential impact in France, but also
because of its potential use as a model by undemocratic countries, or aspiring de-
mocracies who look to Western Europe for guidance. The so-called About-Picard leg-
islation, entitled ‘‘Prevention and Repression of Cultic Movements,’’ is the most
sweeping law on religious minorities which currently exists in Europe.

The law’s overly broad and ambiguous language gives the government authority
to fine and even dissolve any religious association based on two or more convictions
from a list of offenses. These offenses include such actions as ‘‘endangering the
physical/psychological well-being of a person’’ or ‘‘violation of another person’s free-
dom, dignity, or identity’’.

We do not yet know how the legislation will be implemented. Many in France
have registered their objections to the About-Picard bill, including the French Coun-
cil of Churches, and Jewish, Muslim, Catholic and Protestant leaders. The Council
of Europe issued a declaration on April 26 citing its view that the legislation could
be discriminatory and violate human rights standards. We share this concern. We
also hope that internal French and European voices will continue to be heard and
will have an impact on implementation.

We are very concerned that the French Model of anti-cult legislation will be
adopted and mis-used by countries that possess neither the French rule of law nor
France’s history of protecting human rights. We have seen evidence that French offi-
cials are actively promoting their model in some of these countries, and that some—
such as Russia and other countries of eastern Europe—are considering its adoption.
We are distressed at reports that the government of Hong Kong, under pressure
from China, may adopt a law based on the French model in order to deal with the
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Falun Gong. I do not believe that our French Allies would be pleased at such a pros-
pect.

I want also to note an apparent expansion in the monitoring and regulating of
religious ‘‘sects’’ in Austria, Belgium, and to a lesser degree in Germany. Poland,
the Czech Republic, Romania, Bulgaria and Hungary are considering similar ap-
proaches to dealing with the activities of groups suspiciously viewed as ‘‘sects’’ or
‘‘cults.’’

Typically, these policies involve the creation of a government agency to protect
citizens against dangerous cults. For example the French Inter-ministerial Commis-
sion to Battle Sects (MILS) was created to analyze the ‘‘phenomenon of cults.’’ MILS
publishes an annual report and is responsible for coordinating periodic inter-min-
isterial meetings at which government officials can exchange information and co-
ordinate their actions. A similar center has been established in Austria. In Belgium,
the ‘‘Center for Information and Advice on Harmful Sectarian Organizations’’ col-
lects and disseminates information on harmful sectarian groups, and devises evalua-
tive criteria to assess the risk for brainwashing, financial exploitation, and isolation
from family. The Belgian list of sects includes Baptists, Mormons, Seventh Day Ad-
ventists, the Roman Catholic prelature of Opus Dei, and the Young Women’s Chris-
tian Association (YWCA).

The German Government does not have a formal ‘‘commission to battle sects’’ and
appears to have rejected the French-Belgian approach to managing minority reli-
gions. It does not, however, recognize Scientology as a religion but views it as an
economic enterprise that is opposed to the German democratic state. This has con-
tributed to the use of so-called ‘‘sect filters’’ for employment, and has led some firms
and individuals to screen out Scientologists in some sectors of business and employ-
ment.

We have and will continue to express concerns over allegations of discrimination
because of religious affiliation.

THE U.S. RESPONSE

U.S. officials have consistenly made our views known to authorities in these coun-
tries at every level. In late September 2000 the U.S. House of Representatives
passed unanimously Resolution 588 which expressed ‘‘grave concern’’ about develop-
ments affecting religious freedom in Western Europe and called upon the President
and the Ambassador-at-Large for International Religious Freedom to press the issue
with the OSCE countries. In October the head of the U.S. delegation to the OSCE
Human Dimension Implementation Review Meeting in Warsaw detailed U.S. con-
cerns regarding religious freedom in Austria, France, Belgium and called upon those
governments to close their ‘‘Sect Offices.’’ The Director of the Office of International
Religious Freedom traveled to Western Europe to express our views directly. U.S.
Embassy officials at all levels have addressed the issue of religious freedom with
their counterparts.

The Department’s third Annual Report on International Religious Freedom, to be
published this September, will detail the status of each country in the world, includ-
ing those of Western Europe.

Despite our differences of view, the United States and the democracies of Western
Europe share a strong commitment to universal human rights, including religious
liberty. We have a relationship of cooperation in many areas, including defense and
trade. While we have disagreements, we have developed, over the generations, the
habit of cooperation. This has stood us all in good stead, and enabled us to overcome
our differences.

Today, we are in the process of expanding our Trans-atlantic dialogue to include
religious freedom. I am confident that this will enrich both the American and the
European understanding of religious liberty. We look forward to a positive result
from our dialogue and to working with our Western European partners to spread
the blessings of religious liberty to every region of the world.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much, and I would like to
point out that Mr. Scott Thayer is here. He is the Director of the
Office of Programs and Resources Planning of the Bureau of Eu-
rope and Eurasia Affairs, and is available to answer questions for
our Members as well.

And we are very proud to have Congressman Joe Pitts join us.
If you would like to make an opening statement, Congressman
Pitts, please feel free.
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Mr. PITTS. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, and thank you for
holding this important and timely hearing. Last night, I too re-
turned from the OSCE, Interparliamentary Assembly in Paris,
France. And as you know, the French parliament approved legisla-
tion which has the potential to greatly restrict religious freedom in
that nation. And the legislation may have negative repercussions
on religious freedom around the world as other nations, particu-
larly Hong Kong, pattern their legislation after the French model.
In Paris, we met with various groups to hear their stories, the im-
pact of the legislation on them. I must say the outlook is not hope-
ful.

France, however, is not the only country whose laws raise con-
cerns. The country Belgium was mentioned, which in 1997 issued
a sect report listing 187 groups that they deem dangerous or dis-
turbing. Reports suggest that the government parliamentary com-
mission issuing the list used hearsay stories, never bothering to
check the validity of such stories, to compile their list, which is cur-
rently used to discriminate against numerous religious groups—in-
cluding mainstream groups such as Southern Baptists, Quakers,
the YWCA, Hasidic Jews, Jehovah’s Witnesses, and others.

The parliamentary commission actually believed the account of
one person who said that Hasidic Jews were dangerous because
they stapled their children’s fingers together. It’s absolutely ludi-
crous, but these kind of accusations have dangerous consequences.
And so Belgium government has restricted religious freedom.

There are other Western European nations whose actions are dis-
turbing. The laws and the attitudes are of great concern because
Eastern European nations and developing nations model their leg-
islation, their actions off of these advanced Western countries. Un-
fortunately, it seems that certain governments in Western Europe
are sliding backwards, rejecting freedom and embracing the very
thing supposedly they are supposed to prevent, which is absolute
control over citizens’ minds.

So as a Member of this Committee, as a member of the Commis-
sion on OSCE, I want to thank you for holding this important hear-
ing—the most basic rights of many people in Europe are under
threat, and I look forward to hearing the other testimony from our
distinguished witnesses.

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much.
Mr. Secretary, given the election of France and Austria to the

U.N. Commission on Human Rights, two countries whose policies
and actions pose a threat to freedom of religion, the freedom of con-
science and the freedom of belief, and the removal of our country,
of the U.S., from this same Commission, what, if any, steps do you
perceive the Commission will take against gross violators next year
because of this law?

Mr. CRANER. Let me first say that we are still in the process of
deciding whether or not we wish to rejoin the commission, and the
commission’s performance over the next year will be a factor in our
decision.

I would say that it is quite obvious that the U.S., I think, has
remained the prime defender of rights and liberties around the
world. We have made clear to the Europeans, in particular, that is
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now a burden that they must take up, at least for this next session.
And we will be looking to them for leadership on human rights and
democracy issues around the world.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. The State Department authorization bill
passed by the House includes provisions for staff at U.S. overseas
posts dedicated as human rights monitors and investigators.

What guidelines will the State Department, and specifically, the
DRL Bureau, provide our staff at our embassies in France, Bel-
gium, Austria, and Germany, and other Western European coun-
tries that engage in religious discrimination? Is it on their radar
screen, and will they take that seriously?

Mr. CRANER. No, it has been on their radar screen for sometime.
We have been reporting for some years on religious freedom. That
was, in a way, institutionalized in the Religious Freedom Act. That
report will come out in September. But the embassies are certainly
sensitized for the need to (a) find out, and (b) report truthfully on
what is going on in terms of religious freedom, not just in some of
the countries that I will call obvious offenders, like a Sudan, but
in countries that, unfortunately, have now been added to a list that
we must be concerned about.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. And speaking of the International Religious
Freedom Act that reaffirms, as we know, the longstanding U.S. po-
sition that human rights, and specifically the right to free exercise
of religion are legitimate topics of normal international relations
between states, do you believe that France shares this view?

Mr. CRANER. I think they have certainly engaged with us, and
the fact that they are willing to engage most recently in the last
few days with Members of Congress shows that they will talk
about this issue.

My concern is kind of the flip side, that they are going out to
other countries to sell their model, and it is countries that are cer-
tainly undemocratic that are looking at adopting that model. That
is the kind of dialogue I am not looking for.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Secretary Powell, in other appearances be-
fore the House Committee on International Relations, has referred
to what he calls ‘‘smart sanctions.’’ And a little bit later we will
hear from witnesses in our second panel making specific commer-
cial and economic components to religious discrimination in West-
ern Europe, including the lack of market access and problems with
governmental procurement.

Would the Department consider targeted single import/export
sanctions, such as French wine, contingent on changes in or repeal
of the French law, for example? And would it consider reciprocal
sanctions, for example, if the specific European country discrimi-
nates against a U.S. software company or a U.S. subsidiary for reli-
gious reasons? Would the Department work with other agencies to
impose sanctions on European software companies?

Mr. CRANER. The Religious Freedom Act outlines a kind of esca-
lating ladder of sanctions or actions that we can bring against
other countries. We are currently on the fourth step when it comes
to France. That is in section 405.

We have already gotten some reaction from Germany by bringing
these issues to their attention, specifically in the contracting area.
We have had a letter from them that addresses this issue. We are
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going to follow- up to make sure they actually do what they tell us
they are doing.

And we would look to the rest of the steps in that ladder of sanc-
tions that could even come to what you are talking about today.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you very much.
Congresswoman McKinney.
Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. I do not have many

questions our assistant secretary today, so he is going to luck out.
But Assistant Secretary Craner, you did mention Sudan. Could

you tell me what your position on slavery in Sudan is?
Mr. CRANER. What the State Department’s position on slavery in

Sudan is?
Ms. MCKINNEY. Yes.
Mr. CRANER. We are against it, and we are looking—we are en-

gaged, both myself, the Assistant Secretary for Africa, AID officials
who, I think, you know some of them, but also Secretary Powell
has made clear that there are a number of issues here, slavery cen-
tral among them, the conflict is second, and the third is the polit-
ical issue within Sudan that we are already engaged in and looking
to help bring solutions to each of those problems, and then the
overall contextual problem of Sudan.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Well, could you tell me if in that position is in-
cluded a recognition of the fact that slavery is a crime against hu-
manity?

Mr. CRANER. That it is currently a crime against humanity, yes.
Ms. MCKINNEY. Why did you say ‘‘currently’’?
Mr. CRANER. We are currently engaged in efforts to bring about

a forward-looking world conference against racism in Durban, an
effort that would look to the current day and look forward to solv-
ing the problems of racism around the world.

Ms. MCKINNEY. So slavery today is a crime against humanity,
but slavery yesterday is not a crime against humanity?

Mr. CRANER. No. As I said, we are looking for a forward-looking
conference in Durban, and we will be approaching other countries
on those issues, and looking to work out a formula which——

Ms. MCKINNEY. I was not talking about Durban. I am talking
about slavery.

Mr. CRANER. I understand that.
Ms. MCKINNEY. Okay. The Ways and Means Committee is cur-

rently marking up charitable choice legislation, and you note in
your testimony that the President’s faith-based initiative is based
on the President’s belief that religion is a cornerstone of democracy
and civil society.

Is discrimination also a cornerstone of U.S. democracy?
Mr. CRANER. Is discrimination a cornerstone of U.S. democracy?
Ms. MCKINNEY. Yes.
Mr. CRANER. I would say it is not.
Ms. MCKINNEY. Well, why then would the President promote leg-

islation that encourage discrimination on the basis of religion?
Mr. CRANER. Congressman McKinney, you are getting into issues

much broader than my purview. I will be happy to take your ques-
tions back to the State Department. But I am not working within
the State Department on the President’s initiative on faith-based
help.
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Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you for those two non-answers.
Now, let me just further state that Martin Luther King’s name

has been invoked here today, and I do want the record to reflect
that Martin Luther King, Jr. was not silenced with the law, but he
was silenced with a bullet.

And I would further like the record to reflect that a jury, in De-
cember 1999, found that Martin Luther King, Jr.’s assassination
was a part of a conspiracy that included some government officials.

I would also like the record to reflect that 1 month before Dr.
King was killed the FBI restated in a memo, a COINTELPRO
memo, a counter intelligence program memo, that the
COINTELPRO program had as one of its targets the SCLC. Of
course, that’s the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, which
was then at that time headed by Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.

Also, a former FBI agent, Mr. Murta, who was stationed in one
of the Georgia FBI offices, has said that there were 18 agents as-
signed to Dr. Martin Luther King, and that for the last few years
of his life they knew everything about Dr. King, where he went,
who he saw, who he talked to.

And so I would just want the record to reflect that the case, that
the book is not closed on how Dr. King was killed, why he was
killed, and who killed him.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Ms. McKinney.
Congressman Smith.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, and let me apologize for hav-

ing left. There is another hearing going on simultaneously with
this one on Bosnia, and Assistant Secretary Jones is testifying and
doing a great job. I apologize for not getting to hear your oral state-
ment. However, I did read your written statement, and it is very
good.

Let me ask you, Mr. Secretary, where do you think we go from
here in terms of protesting this law?

I mean, as I indicated earlier, in my conversation with Catherine
Picard, the animosity toward religion which had been cloaked by
diplomatic niceties began to peel away the longer we spoke. As a
socialist and as an apparent atheist, the reasons for introducing
and enacting such legislation probably stems from her personal
view and the view of those who supported it.

Yes, I understand the cultural context of protecting citizens, but
the end game appears to be excluding people of minority faiths. As
we know, prior to the law there was that list of 172——

Mr. CRANER. Right.
Mr. SMITH [continuing]. Groups that were listed, like Catholic

charismatics, and Pastor Louis De Meo, who testified before the
Helsinki Commission some years back, after which there was ap-
parently genuine retaliation against him.

Why is the state so intent on controlling the thought processes
and the freedom of conscience of these individuals? But where do
we go from here?

We are calling on the French government to cease and desist in
its implementation. In my conversation with Madame Picard, she
asked, ‘‘Why are you interested?’’
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I replied ‘‘Why are Americans even at all interested? Well, the
appeal toward internal affairs has been used by every dictatorship
or even some democracies whenever a human rights principle is
talked about.’’ Certainly the Russians and the Soviets used it. The
Chinese use it in every conversation about human rights. So we ex-
plained to her that it is a matter of international law, and it also
establishes a precedent that could be used in other societies like
China.

Where do we go?
There is the human dimension meeting coming up in Warsaw.

Also, the U.N. Human Rights Commission certainly might be an
area where this can be engaged, although they have shown in the
past a profound propensity to not deal with human rights issues,
which is a grave situation.

I plan on introducing a resolution on France specifically which I
am sure they will not appreciate, but I think there has been a lack
of attention.

Last year, Matt Salmon offered a resolution which passed, as you
reference in your testimony, with regards to the lack of religious
freedom.

If you could respond to that, I would appreciate it.
Mr. CRANER. Let me first say I do not—I do not think that there

is a broad-based anti-religious freedom in France. My own personal
view is that among some groups there is a feeling of anti-cleri-
calism. I do not think—my guess is that this is not a law that is
broadly supported in all of its—to every extent by the French pub-
lic.

So my first suggestion would be that we try to engage the French
public on this issue.

My second suggestion would be that we try to engage other na-
tions, and I mean—I mean, I am going to come to the negative
sense of that in a second, but in a positive sense that we try and
engage other Western European, Latin American nations on this
issue, so that it is no viewed in France as an American issue, but
as an issue that they have to deal with internationally.

I think what you and Mr. Pitts and Mr. Tancredo and Mr. Hatch,
and Senator Smith on the Senate side, have done is very important
because it demonstrates to the French government that this is a
broadly-held belief within the U.S. government.

And I think we also—we need to look at the kind of presidential
actions that you and others outlined in the Religious Freedom Act
as we move forward on this. But I think if we have that kind of
broad-based strategy, we might start to get somewhere.

Mr. SMITH. I appreciate that, and I think you are correct, the
French people should know our argument is not with them, but
with a law that seeks to circumscribe and inhibit their ability to
practice their faith, as they see fit.

Again, to reiterate briefly the idea of constantly thrusting the
Solar Temple and Jones as the raison d’etre for this law is weak,
and it certainly does not hold water under scrutiny.

My hope is that we could try before it spreads in the European
community, as well as elsewhere, to contain this rising tide of intol-
erance. When they come for somebody else and we say that is not
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my business, it is potentially only a matter of time before they
come for your denomination or somebody else’s.

This is a frightening precedent. Where will we be, in your view,
5 years from now if this law is implemented the way the language
is actually written, with its punitive aspects?

Mr. CRANER. I take your point on containment and I think that
is important, not only to go to the governments of the countries
that are considering this, but also to go the French government and
say it is really necessary to export this model. Thank you.

Mr. SMITH. I appreciate it. Thank you.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you.
Mr. TANCREDO. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Secretary Craner, the perception I had, during our discussions

both preceding and after the meeting we had with Madame Picard,
concerning the attitude on the part of the Embassy personnel that
attended the meeting was that they were not completely objective
observers.

I am going to tell you now, and hopefully therefore you can pass
this message on to our personnel there, that, especially in terms of
Pastor De Meo, a U.S. citizen, I do hope his concerns are addressed
in a manner in which I think both Chris and I believe to be fair.
I would hope he is given a hearing by our own people in the State
Department, that he finds a sympathetic ear there to express his
concerns. These are very specific concerns and I am not asking
them to do anything out of the ordinary. As an American citizen
he has the right at least to have a sympathetic hearing in the State
Department, and in the Embassy of the United States when some-
thing happens of the nature we are talking about here.

I know we have toyed around in the past with legislation that
included references to the need for sensitivity training for Embassy
personnel on various issues, and we may very well find ourselves
in the position of having to include this in the list of those things
that we believe are people overseas have to be sensitive about be-
cause there is definitely—I will call it—an attitude problem there.

More specifically, what you laid out as a plan for our dealing
with this now, where do we go from here, is an excellent plan. Cer-
tainly the idea of getting other nations to participate and bring
their concerns to the French government is good. If our expressions
of concern are only from an American perspective, you know, we
may not make much progress. I am reminded of the fact that in
Paris if an American wants to get a reservation at a nice res-
taurant, you have to get a Frenchman to call and make the res-
ervation.

This situation is the same. When you want to raise a policy issue
with France, it is better to get colleagues from Germany or some
other country to do it.

But the issue of how you engage the French public on this needs
another approach, as you said, and I agree with it. What do you
mean by that? How do you do that?

Mr. CRANER. Well, I believe there is somebody from French TV
here today. I know that French newspapers have correspondents in
this town. I think it would be interesting for you and Mr. Smith
to ask them, Mr. Pitts, to ask them to come in and maybe talk
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about your trip. That way you are reaching—it is something we did
a lot in the 1980s——

Mr. TANCREDO. I do not know who here is from French television,
but you are invited, as soon as possible.

Mr. CRANER [continuing]. When we reached out to West Euro-
pean publics on a lot of issues that were very important to us at
the time. And while the governments weren’t always sympathetic
to the people in those countries, our positions made a lot of sense.

Mr. TANCREDO. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I have no other ques-
tions.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you.
Mr. Pitts.
Mr. PITTS. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Secretary Craner, what actions has the State Department taken

toward the French government regarding this restrictive law, and
for that matter, as far as the government of Belgium is concerned?

And then, what actions could you take with embassies, with spe-
cific countries to express our concern about freedom of religious,
the restrictions and religious discrimination?

Mr. CRANER. What we have done over the past year is at every
level to the top of the State Department we have raised this issue
with the French publicly—privately and then publicly. We subse-
quently went public with the kind of statements I am making
today, condemnations, and we have approached, we have begun to
approach other multilateral institutions to try and get them in-
volved in this issue, as I outlined before.

Mr. PITTS. Are there other options or venues that are available
to the United States to address this issue of religious discrimina-
tion with our transatlantic partner?

Mr. CRANER. Yes, there are a variety, including the Human
Rights Commission, including various European bodies that we can
and will go to on these issues if the situation does not change.

Mr. PITTS. What directives, if any, have our new Ambassadors to
these countries or ones to be appointed will they receive on this
issue? And what guidelines will be given to the embassador at
large for the international religious freedom?

Mr. CRANER. I am going to let Mr. Thayer talk about what cables
we have sent out to the Embassy. The new embassador for reli-
gious freedom will be—he reports to the Secretary and the Presi-
dent, but he will know when he shows up that this is an issue. I
suspect he already does know that this is an issue that we are
going to have to pursue.

Mr. THAYER. Well, Mr. Pitts, we have not been sending out spe-
cific guidance to specific Ambassadors since the change of the Ad-
ministration with regards to religious freedom. The religious free-
dom report itself, as Assistant Secretary Craner mentioned, is in
preparation, and in that context there has been there has been
quite a lot of information sent out to our embassies about the kind
of issues that we are involved that we are interested in, and the
kind of actions that we would like to see our embassies taking vis-
a-vis many host governments, not just the French or the Belgiums
in this immediate case.

Mr. PITTS. Will guidelines be given to the staff of all of our em-
bassies, all of the staff in these Western European countries.
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Mr. THAYER. We have been telling our staff for a number of
years, as Assistant Secretary Craner appointed out, of our policy
interests on religious freedom issues. And in those countries where
we have specific interests, and this hearing is looking at some of
them, there has been much more specific both guidance from Wash-
ington and engagement by Washington participants and our staffs
there, both in meeting with people who you have mentioned, and
in representing to host governments our concerns about their pro-
tection of human rights and religious freedom, and the legislation
that they have under consideration.

Mr. PITTS. Now, in our International Religious Freedom Act
there are several options available in section 405, and I think you
might have been referring to that.

For instance, would the Department be opposed to implementa-
tion No. 7 on that list, which is the denial of one or more working
official or state visits to suspend the visas of the members of the
sect offices throughout Europe?

What type of implementation and options would you consider rec-
ommending?

Mr. CRANER. I would consider recommending the kind of steps I
have outlined here today, of going to other countries, going to inter-
national fora and working from that angle on trying to resolve this
matter with the French.

Let me also mention the issue of the embassies meeting with
people overseas has been brought up. Within my office, the Democ-
racy, Human Rights, and Labor, we have an Office of Religious
Freedom, and Mr. Tom Farr, who is with me here today, has met
on a number of occasions with the pastor, and I can assure you he
has gotten a sympathetic ear.

Mr. PITTS. Did the President raise the issue of the French law
on his recent visit to Europe? Do you know?

Mr. CRANER. I will have to take that one back and find out for
you.

Mr. PITTS. Thank you, Madam Chairman.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much. Thank you, gentlemen,

for being with us today.
And now I would like to present—did you have a follow-up ques-

tion, Ms. McKinney?
Ms. MCKINNEY. No, I do not have a follow-up question, although

I do have some materials related to the assassination of Martin Lu-
ther King, which I would like to submit for the record, Madam
Chair.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Without objection. Thank you, Ms. McKin-
ney. Thank you, gentlemen, for being with us.

Our private panel will be presenting the experiences of various
denominations across Western Europe. We begin with the testi-
mony of Mr. Joseph Grieboski, the founder and president of the In-
stitute on Religion and Public Policy.

Mr. Grieboski has worked for many years on the issue of religion
and politics prior to founding the Institute on Religion and Public
Policy in 1999. He had various leadership posts in the public and
private sector. He currently serves as founder and Chair of the
International Task Force on Religion and Law, and Vice Chair of
the Board of Directors of the Mercury Foundation.

Mr. Grieboski works closely with young adults as a lecturer for
the Close-Up Foundation, as well as the Washington Semester Pro-
gram at American University.

Thank you for coming, and welcome.
Soon following, we will be hearing the testimony of Ms. Sameera

Fazili, the Executive Director of Karamah: Muslim Women Law-
yers for Human Rights, an American nonprofit organization com-
mitted to research, education and advocacy work on Islam and
human rights.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Madam Chair.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Yes, Ms. McKinney.
Ms. MCKINNEY. I hate to interrupt, but it appears that Assistant

Secretary of State Craner has something to say to say to me, and
he could say it in public.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Okay, great. Thank you.
At Karamah, she has conducted several human rights education

programs in the American Muslim community, and has inves-
tigated human rights abuses against Muslim women, particularly
in France and Turkey. She has worked in Kashmir, India and with
the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. Ms. Fazili is
a graduate of Harvard University, and we welcome her today.

Our next panelist is a man who needs no introduction. While we
all recognize the name, the face, and the voice of actor and musi-
cian Isaac Hayes, today he comes to us as a witness of intolerance
and injustice.

Mr. Hayes is a frequent speaker and lecturer, particularly for
young African-Americans, speaking out against civil and human
rights violations everywhere. In 1992, Mr. Hayes became the inter-
national spokesman for the World Literacy Crusade, through which
he advises young people of the need for higher education, worth-
while employment, and future hope without the need for violence.

In September 1997, Mr. Hayes testified before the Commission
for Security and Cooperation in Europe about religious discrimina-
tion by the German government against minority religious mem-
bers. Most recently, late last year, he traveled to rally against gov-
ernment intolerance in France.

We all look forward to your testimony, to your insight, and we
welcome you today, Mr. Hayes. Thank you.

Next, we will be hearing from Mr. Patrick Hinojosa. Mr. Hinojosa
is the Vice President and Chief Financial Officer for Panda Soft-
ware in the United States. His company is the fourth largest pro-
ducer of anti-virus software in the world. His testimony will en-
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lighten us as to the commercial and economic impact of religious
discrimination.

We look forward to your testimony and to your personal account.
Thank you for coming and welcome.

And we have the best for last. If you are a fan of the show ‘‘JAG,’’
you will that Catherine Bell is our final witness. Ms. Bell plays
Lieutenant Colonel Sarah MacKenzie, a Marine Corps attorney, on
the show. Like her colleague, Isaac Hayes, she too steps away from
her public persona today and brings us her experience in battling
religious discrimination in Europe.

Ms. Bell has worked extensively to bring attention to discrimina-
tion in Europe against her fellow Scientologists and members of
other minority faiths.

Last June, Ms. Bell testified before the House International Rela-
tions Committee on this very subject. She is also an active sup-
porter of several social betterment organizations including the Citi-
zens Commission on Human Rights.

One interesting note about Ms. Bell is that she is of Persian de-
scent and is fluent in Farsi.

We welcome your testimony and we thank you for your participa-
tion today, Ms. Bell.

And we will begin with Mr. Grieboski. Your full testimony will
be made a part of the official record so feel free to summarize it.

Mr. GRIEBOSKI. Okay, thank you, Madam Chairman.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH K. GRIEBOSKI, PRESIDENT,
INSTITUTE OF RELIGION AND PUBLIC POLICY

Mr. GRIEBOSKI. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and Members of
the Committee for inviting me to testify at today’s hearing on reli-
gious discrimination in Western Europe.

Before beginning, I wish to express my deep gratitude for your
leadership in holding these important hearings on the status on
freedom religion and for your personal dedication to ensuring that
human rights and freedom of conscience remain a force in U.S. pol-
icy.

The countries of Western Europe are historic allies of the United
States and partners in terms of shared commitment to democracy
and human rights. These countries have ratified the United Na-
tions’ Declaration on Human Rights, International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights, the European Convention for the Protec-
tion of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, and are all sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of the European Court of Human Rights,
and are further, members of the Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe, all of which are committed to the highest
standards of freedom of conscience and belief.

Unfortunately, we are sadly observing many former havens of
freedom and religious expression becoming new and subtle arenas
for religious discrimination. The bill enacted by the French govern-
ment is a perfect example of this new and potentially dangerous
trend. Legislation like this limits and restricts the rights of all
French people from practicing their beliefs according to the dictates
of their consciences and serves as a dangerous model for other
states worldwide.
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The bill passed by the French parliament entitled ‘‘To Reenforce
the Prevention and Repression of Groups of a Sectarian Nature’’
aims to restrict the free expression, growth and development of re-
ligious groups. Among the targeted groups are mainstream reli-
gious believers, many of whom enjoy the most basic human right
of freedom of conscience and belief here in the United States.

While the legislation is specifically aimed at ‘‘sects and cults,’’
the consequences of this bill are extremely dangerous, not only for
religious groups, but also in the long run for democracy and reli-
gious rights in Europe and throughout the world.

There is no legal definition for the terms ‘‘sects and cult’’ in the
French law, but these words do carry a derogatory meaning and
characterizes what is seen to be a dangerous group. The legislation
contains repressive measures which would have a chilling effect on
the freedom of religion and belief, including the dissolution of tar-
geted religious associations, the imprisonment of members of such
groups, and infringements upon freedom of speech, including
speech intended to persuade another person to a particular point
of view, whether philosophical or religious.

The law gives the court the authority dissolve any group if it or
any of its leaders have been found guilty of more than one vaguely
defined criminal offense. It provides the for dissolution of any re-
lated group of a leader of that related group has at least one con-
viction against him.

The law also allows the government to decide who is a leader of
a group. It provides for fines and jail sentences if there is any at-
tempt made to reestablish the dissolved group under another name
or corporation.

A particularly disturbing aspect of the legislation is the creation
of a new criminal offense causing ‘‘a state of psychological or phys-
ical subjection resulting from serious and repeated pressures or
from techniques which can alter a person’s judgment, original titled
mental manipulation.’’

Although this terminology has been replaced by a more accept-
able phrase, the text of the crime remains unchanged.

While the legislation and its authors do not provide an exact def-
inition of what is entailed in this process, the description could eas-
ily be applied to virtually any organization engaged in matters of
opinion or belief. However, other legal entities, such as political
parties, or business corporation are not subject to these drastic
measures.

In essence, the law permits the government to prosecute any or-
ganization which establishes a seeming state of physical or psycho-
logical reliance such that the follower engages in or desists from
acts that result in behavior apparently different from that person’s
usual past behavior.

A commentary from La Figaro Magazine points out the concern
for Catholic religious orders, particularly cloistered orders quite
clearly. A young girl who has chosen to live outside the world as
a cloistered nun, who has given up her belongings, left her clothes,
cut her hair, who obeys without a murmur to anything, works hard
without any salary and gets up several times a night to recite pray-
ers learned by heart may be considered one day by a judge as the
victim of mental manipulation.
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While very few of us would question the validity of the acts com-
mitted by these religious orders, under this law French authorities
could potentially see techniques designed to alter someone’s judg-
ment close the monastery, arrest the Mother Superior, and charge
her with a crime of mental manipulation. And in conjunction with
the dissolution element of the legislation, the diocese in which the
monastery was located can also be shut down, all under the aus-
pices of the crime of causing ‘‘a state of psychological or physical
subjection.’’

Additionally, any type of religious education or postulation can
be suspect under this vague crime. An Orthodox Jewish teacher in
a religious school, for instance, could potentially be charged with
mental manipulation for ‘‘requiring that a student assume the first
five books of the bible were written by Moses.’’

In a similarly inane example according to the French law, a
Catholic religious school could potentially be charged with mental
manipulation for ‘‘forcing its students to believe that common bread
and wine becomes the flesh and blood of Jesus Christ.’’

After all, what is education but, to use the language of the law,
‘‘a technique designed to alter someone’s judgment.’’

It is no wonder then that many traditional faiths, including the
Catholic, Protestant, Jewish and Muslim communities are con-
cerned about the lack of clarity regarding the laws of criminaliza-
tion of mental manipulation.

The law provides for expedited dissolutions by requiring pro-
ceedings at a designated time and date in the court of first in-
stance, requiring a 15-day time limit for entering appeal and estab-
lishing procedures for an expedited appeal.

An individual convicted under the law may also be denied civil
and family right, such as child custody, and may be denied the
right to participate in professional or social activity if it is deter-
mined that the activity led to the action at issue in the penal pro-
ceedings.

If the presumed crime takes place on the premises of a religious
organization, it is subject to closure for 5 years or more. In addi-
tion. religious organizations themselves are liable under this provi-
sion. These are extremely drastic penalties for a ‘‘crime’’ couched in
subjective, unscientific and arbitrary standards vague enough to
encompass any religious activity, including teaching and
prostulizing.

A variety of international standards are violated by the ambig-
uous and severe provisions for civil dissolution the legislation. The
government is providing for the eradication of a religious group
based on actions unrelated to the dealings of the group itself. The
law penalizes the organization for its beliefs, along with the actions
of one individual leader who can be named such by the decision of
the court.

As Elizabeth Clark pointed out in testimony before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee in May, the law is inconsistent with
recent European court decisions on freedom of association which
recognized that the right to have a legal entity is an integral part
of the right to freedom of association.
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The fact that a leader may have done something illegal, regard-
less of the religion, does not deprive the rest of the group the right
to associate.

The successful and maybe rightful prosecution of a Catholic
priest should not lead to the dissolution of the entire Catholic
Church in France, nor should it be so for those groups referred to
as ‘‘sects and cults’’ in France.

This legislation violates several international principles and
standards, all of which France has adopted. Among those violated
are the nondiscrimination principles of the 1982 United Nations’
Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Intolerance and of
Discrimination Based on Religion or Belief, the European Conven-
tion for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Free-
doms, and the Vienna concluding document.

Not only is this legislation a threat to believers in France, it also
will have a significant effect on believers worldwide. The South
China Morning Post reported on April 6, 20001, that the model pro-
posed in France would almost certainly be studied by the Hong
Kong government if it chooses to respond to recent pressure for the
pro-Beijing camp over the Falun Gong’s local activities by consid-
ering and introducing criminal laws to deal with the sect.

Indeed, there were reports last month that the French anti-sect
laws have already caught the eye of the Department of Justice, and
the government may use French laws as a reference point in defin-
ing an evil cult. This was just one reference to the French model.

Participants of the international conference ‘‘Totalitarian Cults &
Threat of Twenty-First Century,’’ which took place from the 25th
to the 27th of April this year in Russia, also referred to the French
legislation as a guide when it stated in its final report,

‘‘We assume that the legislation of our country on freedom
of conscience and religious activity up to now is not adequate.
Traditional religions do not need any specific state protection
from totalitarian sects, but citizens of Russia do. We put for-
ward an initiative to introduce into Russian legislation alter-
nations or amendments, or to adopt new legislation acts which
by—use legislative experience of such European countries as
France, Belgium, Germany and Austria.’’

There are indications that we are confronted with a systematic
effort by forces in the French government to export this repressive
and discriminatory stance against religious groups overseas. Alain
Vivien, President of the Interministerial Commission to Battle
Sects and Cults in France, has become France’s Ambassador for
anti-religiosity. Vivien and his staff have developed working rela-
tionships with some of the most egregious violators of religious
freedom and human rights, a very unholy alliance.

No November 9, 2000, representatives of this inter-ministerial
commission attended an International Symposium of Destructive
Cults held in, of all places, Beijing. The People’s Daily reported
that,

‘‘The meeting is focus on promoting international cooperation
. . . for the prevention and control of destructive cults . . .
and call for more attention from various governments, the gen-
eral public and civil organizations to the issue of destructive

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 11:06 Sep 19, 2001 Jkt 073775 PO 00000 Frm 00042 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 F:\WORK\IOHR\071101\73775 HINTREL1 PsN: HINTREL1



39

cults, and to promote international cooperation in combating
such evil forces and safeguarding human rights.’’

From September 1999 to November 2000, press reports indicate
that Mr. Vivien and his staff have traveled throughout Western,
Central, and Eastern Europe. Even to the point of Haiti, China, Po-
land, Cyprus, Hungary, Germany and beyond, Ministerial cult—
inter-ministerial staff have exported their anti-religiosity through-
out the globe, even to the point of coming to an ‘‘anti-cult’’ con-
ference here in the United States.

Aaron Rhodes, Director of the International Helsinki Federation,
raised a very poignant question when he asked ‘‘Is this the inter-
national role the French people want?’’ We have tried to determine
just what is the extent of MILS’ mission and mandate, but to no
avail.

Members of the Committee, I would encourage you to use your
influence and stations as Members of the International Relations
Committee, and more importantly, as Members of the Human
Rights Subcommittee, to investigate whether or not Alain Vivien is
a member of the French Foreign Ministry and if, in his foreign
trips, he is representing the official positions of the government of
France and its vital interests. Does Alain Vivien and MILKS rep-
resent the official policies of the French government in the same
way that Bob Seiple and Tom Farr represent the interests of the
United States abroad?

In France itself, there has been serious and consistent resistance
voiced by representatives of the civil society and the major mono-
theistic faiths. In May 2001, Pastor Jean-Arnold De Clermont,
President of the French Protestant Federation, and Cardinal Louis-
Marie Bille, President of the French Catholic Bishops, express their
reservations about the legislation in a letter to Prime Minster
Jospin. In response to the concerns of these religious leaders, a pol-
itician challenged Pastor de Clermont during a television program
saying, ‘‘You must clean your own house.’’

Paster de Clermont, along with Monsignor Jean Vernette, of the
French Bishops Conference, Rabbi Joseph Sitruk, Grand Rabbi of
France, and Delil Boubakeur, vice-chancellor of the Mosque of
Paris, met with both Prime Minister Jospin’s office in October 2000
and with the Senate Law Commission of France in November 200
to address their concerns regarding the legislation.

Internationally, the level of opposition to the legislation has been
incredibly high.

Pope John II has spoken out against this devastating legislation.
While formally accepting the credentials of the new French Ambas-
sador to the Holy See, Mr. Alain Dejammett, Pope John Paul de-
voted an entire section of his speech to religious liberty, an unusual
theme when receiving Ambassadors of Western democratic coun-
tries. The Pope reminded the Ambassador that,

‘‘Religious liberty, in the full sense of the term, is the first
human right. This means a liberty, which is not reduced to the
private sphere only . . . To discrimate religious beliefs, or to
discredit one or another form of religious practice is a form of
exclusion contrary to the respect of fundamental human values
and will eventually destabilize society, where a certain plu-
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ralism of thought and action should exist, as well as a benevo-
lent and brotherly attitude.’’

From the Council of Europe to then Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright who in a letter of January of this year expressed her con-
cerns and that of the State Department regarding the dangerous
trends of religious intolerance, ‘‘We have seen that there is intense
opposition to this legislation.’’

From Catholic groups around the world to Protestant groups
throughout the world, we have seen that this repressive law makes
the practice of one’s religious into a criminal offense.

In closing, the right of an individual to express his beliefs im-
mune from coercion on the part of individuals or of social groups
and of any human power, in such wise that no one is to be forced
to act in a manner contrary to his own beliefs, whether privately
or publicly, whether alone or in association with others within due
limits, is the fundamental foundation and leading factor in the suc-
cess of the American experiment.

Ladies and gentlemen of the Committee, a fundamental question
of American credibility and legitimacy is tied directly to the pas-
sage to this legislation in France. The United States has stood
strong and proud as a defender of human rights and religious free-
dom globally. We have stood up for the rights of religious, political,
and civil minorities throughout the world. The reports of the
United States Commission International Religious Freedom and
the U.S. Department of State pinpoint the violation of human
rights globally, and drive U.S. actions.

While we stand against tyranny in Sudan, oppression in China,
and other violations, what credibility will the United States have
if it does not address directly and indirectly the intolerance and
discrimination taking place in the countries of Western Europe, our
own allies?

Will the concerns I have raised today be carried out by authori-
ties in France? I cannot answer that. However, we cannot delude
ourselves into thinking that such actions cannot take place simply
because the law was passed in a liberal, democratic state.

The Administration, the United States Congress, and the entire
religious community must be vigilant in its defense of the funda-
mental freedom and right of all people to believe to the dictates of
their hearts and their consciences.

As the Second Vatican Council stated in its document Dignitatis
Humanae [On the Dignity of Man],

‘‘. . . the human person has a right to religious freedom.
Freedom of this kind means that all men should be immune
from coercion on the part of individuals, social groups, and
every human power, so that, within due limits, nobody is
forced to act against his convictions in religious matters in
public or in private, alone or in association with others.’’

This right is based on the dignity of the human person both as
an individual and as simultaneously as social being, as revealed by
the Work of God and by reason itself.

Thank you again, Madam Chairman, for your commitment to the
cause of religious freedom, and I will be happy to take questions
from the Committee.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Grieboski follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOSEPH K. GRIEBOSKI, PRESIDENT, INSTITUTE OF RELIGION
AND PUBLIC POLICY

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for inviting me to testify at today’s hearings on
religious discrimination in Western Europe.

Before beginning, I wish to express my deep gratitude for your leadership in hold-
ing these important hearings on the status of freedom of conscience and belief in
Western Europe, and for your personal dedication to ensuring that human rights
and freedom of conscience and belief remain a force in U.S. foreign policy.

The countries of Western Europe are America’s historic partners in terms of
shared commitment to democracy and human rights. These countries have ratified
the United Nations Declaration on Human Rights, International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights, the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights
and Fundamental Freedoms, and are all subject to the jurisdiction of the European
Court of Human Rights, and are members of the Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe—all of which are committed to the highest standards of free-
dom of conscience and belief.

Unfortunately, we are sadly observing many former havens of freedom and reli-
gious expression becoming new and subtle arenas for religious discrimination. The
bill enacted by the French Government is an example of this new and potentially
dangerous trend. Legislation like this limits and restricts the rights of all French
people from practicing their beliefs according to the dictates of their consciences,
and serves as a dangerous model for other states worldwide.

The bill passed by the French Parliament, and signed into law last month, enti-
tled, ‘‘To reinforce the prevention and repression of groups of a sectarian nature’’
aims to restrict the free expression, growth, and development of religious groups.
Among the targeted groups are mainstream religious believers, many of whom enjoy
the most basic human right of freedom of conscience and belief here in the US.

While the legislation is specifically aimed at ‘‘sects’’ and cults,’’ the consequences
of this bill are extremely dangerous, not only for religious groups, but also in the
long run for democracy and religious rights in Europe and throughout the world.
There is no legal definition for the terms ‘‘sect’’ and ‘‘cult’’ in French law, but these
words do carry a derogatory meaning and characterizes what is seen to be a dan-
gerous group.

The legislation contains repressive measures which would have a chilling effect
on the freedom of religion and belief, including the dissolution of targeted religious
associations, the imprisonment of members of such groups, and infringement upon
freedom of speech, including speech intended to persuade another person to a par-
ticular point of view, whether philosophical or religious.

The law gives a court the authority to dissolve any group if it or any of its leaders
have been found guilty of more than one vaguely-defined criminal offense. It pro-
vides for the dissolution of any related group, if a leader of that related group has
at least one conviction against him. The law also allows the government to decide
who is a ‘‘leader’’ of a group. It provides for fines and jail sentences if there is any
attempt made to reestablish the dissolved group under another name or corporation.

MENTAL MANIPULATION

A particularly disturbing aspect of the legislation is the creation of a new criminal
offense: causing ‘‘a state of psychological or physical subjection resulting from seri-
ous and repeated pressures or from techniques which can alter [a person’s] judg-
ment,’’ originally entitled ‘‘mental manipulation.’’ Although the terminology ‘‘mental
manipulation’’ has been replaced by the more acceptable phrase of ‘‘abuse of a per-
son’s state of weakness,’’ the text of the crime remains unchanged.

While the legislation and its authors do not provide an exact definition as to what
is entailed in this process, the description could easily be applied to virtually any
organization engaged in matters of opinion or belief. However, other legal entities
such as political parties or business corporations are not subject to these drastic
measures.

In essence, the law permits the government to prosecute any organization which
establishes a seeming state of physical or psychological reliance such that the fol-
lower engages in or desists from acts that results in behavior apparently different
from that person’s usual past behavior.

A commentary from Le Figaro Magazine points out the concern for Catholic reli-
gious orders—particularly cloistered orders—quite clearly: ‘‘A young girl who has
chosen to live outside the world [as a cloistered nun], who has given up her belong-
ings, left her clothes, cut her hair, who obeys without a murmur to anything, works
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hard without any salary and gets up several times a night to recite prayers learned
by heart may’’ be considered one day, by a judge, as the victim of ‘mental manipula-
tion’.’’

While very few of us would question the validity of the acts committed by these
religious orders, under this law French authorities could potentially see ‘‘techniques
designed to alter someone’s judgment,’’ close the monastery, arrest the mother supe-
rior, and charge her with the crime of mental manipulation. And in conjunction with
the dissolution element of the legislation, which we will address later, the diocese
within which the monastery was located can also be shut down—all under the aus-
pices of the crime of causing ‘‘a state of psychological or physical subjection resulting
from serious and repeated pressures or from techniques which can alter [a person’s]
judgment.’’

Additionally, any type of religious education or proselytization can be suspect
under the vague crime of ‘‘abuse of a person’s state of weakness.’’ An Orthodox Jew-
ish teacher in a religious school, for instance, could potentially be charged with men-
tal manipulation for ‘‘requiring’’ that a student assume the first five books of the
Bible were written by Moses. In a similarly inane example according to the French
law, a Catholic religious school could potentially be charged with mental manipula-
tion for ‘‘forcing’’ its students to believe that common bread and wine become the
Flesh and Blood of Jesus Christ. After all, what is education but, to use the lan-
guage of the law, ‘‘a technique designed to alter someone’s judgment’’?

It is no wonder, then, that many traditional faiths—including the Catholic,
Protestant, Jewish, and Muslim communities—are concerned about the lack of clar-
ity regarding the law’s criminalization of ‘‘mental manipulation.’’

ACTS LEADING TO DISSOLUTION

The list of predicated penal acts set forth in the law is extremely broad. Moreover,
the law does not even require that the convictions involve offenses committed when
acting for the religious organization. It would subject a religious group to possible
dissolution if two perceived leaders were, for example, convicted of relatively minor
offenses, including:

• Causing a traffic accident resulting in bodily injury;
• Publishing an edited recording made with the spoken words or image of a

person without his/her consent;
• Invasion of privacy by procuring, recording or disclosing, without the author’s

consent, confidential remarks or remarks made in private or by procuring, re-
cording or disclosing the image of a person in a private place without his con-
sent;

• Violating data protection laws by failing to destroy address files on ex-parish-
ioners when they leave a religious group;

• Breaching a professional secret;
• Recommending vitamins or other natural health measures which could be

characterized as illegal practice of medicine;
The law provides for expedited dissolution by requiring proceedings at a des-

ignated time and date in the court of first instance, requiring a fifteen-day time
limit for entering appeal, and establishing procedures for an expedited appeal.

An individual convicted under the law may also be denied civil and family rights
(such as child custody) and may be denied the right to participate in professional
or social activity, if it is determined that the activity led to the action at issue in
the penal proceedings. If the presumed ‘‘crime’’ of ‘‘causing a state of subjection’’
takes place on the premises of a religious organization, it is subject to closure for
five years or more. In addition, religious organizations themselves are liable under
this provision. These are extremely drastic penalties for a ‘‘crime’’ couched in subjec-
tive, unscientific and arbitrary standards vague enough to encompass any religious
activity, including teaching and proselytizing. Any form of education and any form
of persuasion can be defined as ‘‘techniques, which can alter judgment.’’ Under this
law individuals will be subject to imprisonment and religious associations them-
selves to conviction, closure for five years or more and then dissolution if a judge
determines that the religious beliefs or practices are somehow harmful to a person—
even if the practices and beliefs are lawful and freely consented to by the individual.

A variety of international standards are violated by the ambiguous and severe
provisions for civil dissolution in the legislation. The government is providing for the
eradication of a religious group based on actions unrelated to the dealings of the
group itself: the law penalizes the organization for its beliefs, along with the actions
of one individual leader, who can be named such by the decision of the court. As
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Elizabeth Clark pointed out in testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee in May, ‘‘the law is inconsistent with recent European Court decisions on
freedom of association, which recognize that the right to have a legal entity is an
integral part of the right to freedom of association. The fact that a leader may have
done something illegal—regardless of the religion—does not deprive the rest of the
group the right to associate.’’

The successful—and maybe rightful—prosecution of a Catholic priest should not
lead to the dissolution of the entire Catholic Church in France; nor should it be so
for those groups referred to as ‘‘sects’’ and ‘‘cults’’ in France.

This legislation violates several international principles and standards, all of
which France has adopted. Among those violated are the nondiscrimination prin-
ciples of the 1981 United Nations Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of
Intolerance and of Discrimination Based on Religion or Belief, the, the European
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, and
the Vienna Concluding Document.

PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS MAY INITIATE CRIMINAL ACTIONS

Another repressive provision allows associations fighting against religious faiths
to initiate criminal actions as civil plaintiffs on behalf of affected persons even if
the ‘‘victims’’ have no complaint with the organization. In addition, ‘‘any association
duly classified as being of public interest’’ organized in its bylaws and articles of
incorporation to ‘‘defend’’ and ‘‘assist’’ individuals or protect ‘‘collective freedoms’’
may initiate a civil dissolution action against a religious organization. This will
allow anti-religious groups with ingrained prejudices against faiths to first initiate
criminal actions against targeted individuals and organizations, and then initiate
dissolution actions. Placing such power in the hands of vested interest groups op-
posed to certain beliefs will inevitably lead to serious abuse and open the floodgates
of suspect litigation. Small religious organizations could easily be forced into bank-
ruptcy.

INTERNATIONAL CONSEQUENCES

Not only is this legislation a threat to believers in France, it also will have a sig-
nificant effect on believers worldwide. The South China Morning Post reported on
6 April 2001 that, ‘‘. . . the model proposed in France would almost certainly be
studied by the SAR [Hong Kong] Government if it chooses to respond to recent pres-
sure from the pro-Beijing camp over the Falun Gong’s local activities by considering
introducing criminal laws to deal with the sect. . . . Indeed, there were reports last
month that the French anti-sect laws have already caught the eye of the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Government may use French laws as a reference point in
defining an ‘evil cult’.’’ This was just one reference to the French model.

Participants of the International Conference ‘‘Totalitarian Cults & Threat of
Twenty-First Century,’’ which took place from 25–27 April 2001 in Nizhny
Novgorod, Russia, also referred to the French legislation as a guide when it stated
in its final report, ‘‘We assume that the legislation of our country on freedom of con-
science and religious activity up to now is not adequate. Traditional religions do not
need any specific state protection from totalitarian sects, but citizens of Russia do.
We put forward an initiative to introduce into Russian legislation alterations or
amendments, or to adopt new legislative acts of direct action in order to put under
a strict control, to restrict or even to ban the activity of totalitarian sects (destruc-
tive cults) and other groups falling under such definition. Here we can use legisla-
tive experience of such European countries as France, Belgium, Germany and Aus-
tria.’’

There are indications that we are confronted with a systematic effort by forces in
the French Government to export this repressive and discriminatory stance against
religious groups overseas. Alain Vivien, President of the Inter-ministerial Commis-
sion to Battle Sects and Cults in France (MILS), has become France’s ambassador
for anti-religiosity. Vivien and his staff have developed working relationships with
some of the most egregious violators of religious freedom and human rights, a very
unholy alliance.

On November 9, 2000, representatives of MILS attended an International Sympo-
sium on Destructive Cults’’ held in, of all places, Beijing. The People’s Daily reported
that, ‘‘The meeting is to focus on promoting international cooperation . . . for the
prevention and control of destructive cults . . . and call for more attention from var-
ious governments, the general public and civil organizations to the issue of destruc-
tive cults, and to promote international cooperation in combating such evil forces
and safeguarding human rights.’’
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From September 1999 to November 2000, press reports indicate that Mr. Vivien
and his staff have traveled throughout Western, Central, and Eastern Europe. From
Haiti to China to Poland to Cyprus to Hungary, Germany, and beyond, MILS staff
have exported their anti-religiosity throughout the globe, even to the point of coming
to ‘‘anti-cult’’ conferences here in the United States.

Aaron Rhodes, Director of the International Helsinki Federation, raised a very
poignant question when he asked, ‘‘Is this the international role the French people
want?’’ We have tried to determine just what is the extent of MILS’ mission and
mandate, but to no avail.

Members of the committee, I would encourage you to use your influence and sta-
tions as members of the International Relations Committee, and more importantly,
as members of the human Rights Subcommittee, to investigate whether or not Alain
Vivien is a member of the French Foreign Ministry and if, in his foreign trips, he
is representing the official positions of the Government of France and its vital inter-
ests. Does Alain Vivien and MILS represent the official policies of the French gov-
ernment in the same way Bob Seiple and Tom Farr represent the interests of the
United States abroad?

DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL OPPOSITION

In France itself, there has been serious and consistent resistance voiced by rep-
resentatives of the civil society and the major monotheistic faiths. In May 2001 Pas-
tor Jean-Arnold De Clermont, President of the French Protestant Federation, and
Cardinal Louis-Marie Billé, President of the French Conference of Catholic Bishops,
expressed their reservations about the legislation in a letter to Prime Minister
Jospin. In response to the concerns of these religious leaders, a politician challenged
Pastor De Clermont during a television program saying, ‘‘You have to clean your
own house.’’

Pastor Jean-Arnold de Clermont, Monsignor Jean Vernette, of the French Con-
ference of Catholic Bishops, Joseph Sitruk, Grand Rabbi of France, and Dalil
Boubakeur, vice-chancellor of the Mosque of Paris, met with both Prime Minister
Lionel Jospin’s office in October 2000 and with the Senate Law Commission of
France in November 2000 to address their concerns regarding the legislation.

Internationally, the level of opposition to the legislation has been incredibly high.
Pope John Paul II has spoken out against this devastating legislation. While for-

mally accepting the credentials of the new French Ambassador to the Holy See, Mr.
Alain Dejammet, Pope John Paul devoted an entire section of his speech to religious
liberty, an unusual theme when receiving ambassadors of Western democratic coun-
tries. The Pope reminded the ambassador that ‘‘religious liberty, in the full sense
of the term, is the first human right. This means a liberty which is not reduced to
the private sphere only . . . To discriminate religious beliefs, or to discredit one or
another form of religious practice is a form of exclusion contrary to the respect of
fundamental human values and will eventually destabilize society, where a certain
pluralism of thought and action should exist, as well as a benevolent and brotherly
attitude. This will necessarily create a climate of tension, intolerance, opposition
and suspect, not conductive to social peace.’’

The Council of Europe had appointed a Parliamentary Assembly Rapporteur to
‘‘investigate the provisions of the law and determine whether they are in line with
the European Convention on Human Rights and other Council of Europe and inter-
national human rights standards’’ and to ‘‘investigate complaints concerning reli-
gious discrimination’’ in France.

In April, 50 members of the of the parliament of the Council of Europe wrote to
the French Senate urging it to stop the vote on the then-draft law, commenting on
its potential to create religious discrimination in France.’’

In a January 2, 2001 letter, then-Secretary of State Madeleine Albright expressed
her concerns regarding the dangerous trend of religious intolerance advancing
across Europe. Secretary Albright stated that, ‘‘. . . the proposed legislation is part
of a disturbing trend in western Europe where some states have adopted, or are con-
sidering, discriminatory legislation or policies that tend to stigmatize legitimate ex-
pression of religious faith by wrongfully associating them with dangerous ‘sects’ or
‘cults.’ Such laws and policies pose a danger to freedom of religion . . . We are con-
cerned that legislation or policies that stigmatize these religious groups contravene
international—and European—norms of religious freedom . . . We have made clear
to our friends and allies in Europe that we are concerned about these trends.’’

In his testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee on Western
Europe, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Democracy, Human Rights, and
Labor, Michael Parmly, commented that, ‘‘Although the proposed bill does not apply
exclusively to religious groups, it is clearly intended to target the new and less fa-
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miliar religions in France. We are concerned that the language in this context is
dangerously ambiguous and could be used against legitimate religious endeavors,
such as religious schools, seminaries, monasteries or retreats.’’

Aid to the Church in Need, an international Catholic charity under papal jurisdic-
tion, included France among the countries with discriminatory laws in its ‘‘2001 Re-
port on Religious Liberty Worldwide.’’

The International Helsinki Federation for Human Rights has stated that, ‘‘We
need for France to show respect for international standards . . . But this law con-
tradicts France’s obligations undertaken in the Helsinki process. It contradicts the
standards of the Council of Europe . . . The law is a threat to religious tolerance
and basic liberties that are central to French political values. The law reflects a de-
monizing attitude toward minority religions and will increase the sense of insecurity
felt by members of minority religions.’’

CLOSING

This repressive law makes the practice of one’s religion into a criminal offense.
The right of an individual to express his beliefs immune from coercion on the part

of individuals or of social groups and of any human power, in such wise that no one
is to be forced to act in a manner contrary to his own beliefs, whether privately or
publicly, whether alone or in association with others within due limits, is the funda-
mental foundation and leading factor in the success of the American experiment.

Ladies and gentlemen of the committee, a fundamental question of American
credibility and legitimacy is tied directly to the passage of this legislation. The
United States has stood strong and proud as a defender of human rights and reli-
gious freedom globally. We have stood up for the rights of religious, political, and
civil minorities throughout the world. The reports of the United States Commission
on International Religious Freedom and the US Department of State pinpoint the
violations of human rights globally, and drive US action. While we stand against
tyranny in Sudan, oppression in China, and other violations, what credibility will
the United States have if it does not address directly and indirectly the intolerance
and discrimination taking place in the countries of Western Europe, our own allies?

Will the concerns I have raised today be carried out by authorities in France? I
cannot answer that. However, we cannot delude ourselves into thinking that such
actions cannot take place simply because the law was passed in a liberal, democratic
state. The Administration, the United States Congress, and the entire religious com-
munity must be vigilant in its defense of the fundamental freedom and right of all
people to believe according to the dictates of hearts and consciences.

As the Second Vatican Council stated in its document Dignitatis Humanae (On
the Dignity of Man), ‘‘. . . the human person has a right to religious freedom. Free-
dom of this kind means that all men should be immune from coercion on the part
of individuals, social groups, and every human power, so that, within due limits, no-
body is forced to act against his convictions in religious matters in public or in pri-
vate, alone or in association with others.’’

This right is based on the dignity of the human person both as an individual and
as simultaneously a social being, as revealed by the Work of God and by reason
itself.

Thank you again, Madame Chairman, for your commitment to he cause of reli-
gious freedom. I would be happy to take questions from the committee.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much.
Ms. Fazili.

STATEMENT OF SAMEERA FAZILI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
KARAMAH: MUSLIM WOMEN LAWYERS FOR HUMAN RIGHTS

Ms. FAZILI. Thank you very much. Thank you, Madam Chairman
and Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for this opportunity
to speak to you.

Unfortunately, these are not recent developments, religious dis-
crimination, in Western Europe, as the Muslims for decades have
faced discrimination, religious discrimination in Western Europe,
and I am encouraged by the attention your Committee is paying to
this situation.

My name is Sameera Fazili, and I am the Executive Director of
Karamah: Muslim Women Lawyers for Human Rights. Our found-
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er, Dr. Azizah al-Hibri, could not be present today as she is Qatar
on a Fulbright Fellowship. The following testimony was co-au-
thored by Dr. al-Hibri and myself. Karamah’s board consists of pro-
fessional women, some of whom wear headscarves and others who
do not. I do, Dr. al-Hibri does not. In accordance with the Islamic
jurisprudential tradition of tolerance, we view this as a matter of
personal choice and belief.

By virtue of my position, I receive e-mail from Muslim women
around the world who want to draws Karamah’s attention to their
situation. For this reason, my statement will focus primarily on ex-
amples of intolerance toward Muslim in Western Europe, and in
particular, on the issue of wearing headscarves.

I do not believe that this is the most pressing issue for Muslims
in Europe who face discrimination, endure hate crimes and in gen-
eral suffer from what Britain has termed ‘‘Islamophobia.’’ Accord-
ing to the highly acclaimed British Runnymede Commission report
on Islamophabia,

‘‘Muslims are frequently excluded from the economic, social
and public life of the nation . . . and are frequently victims of
discrimination and harassment.’’

Nonetheless, my remarks today will focus on the issue of wearing
headscarf, for I do believe that it provides an excellent metaphor
for both the intolerance and the resulting suffering therefrom.

Centuries ago, waves of christians left their European homelands
to this continent in order to escape a religious intolerance. The
French Revolution ushered in a sea of change in Europe toward lib-
erty, fraternity and equality. Unfortunately, these lofty ideals do
not seem to apply to Muslin women in France.

Today, in France, Islam stands as a second largest religion next
to Christianity, with a population of four to five million Muslims.
And yet Muslim French students who choose to wear headscarves
continue to suffer for their religious choices.

Perhaps the most famous case of this intolerance took place in
1989 in the Parisian suburb of Creil. A headmaster sought to ban
two girls from school after they refused to remove their
headscarves. He claimed that the wearing of the headscarf violated
the secular nature of government schools. The matter was referred
to the Conseil d’Etat, the State Council, the nation’s highest ad-
ministrative court, which decreed that, ‘‘While wearing religious
symbols was not in itself incompatible with principles of secularity
in state schools, anything that could be a provocation, proselytism,
or undermining the liberty or dignity of pupils was.’’ The actual de-
cision about who is to be excluded from school was left for local
school authorities to determine on case-by-case basis.

In 1994, the Ministry of Education issued a directive to clarify
guidelines on this matter. The circulated noted that, ‘‘discrete’’
signs of religion were acceptable. However, ‘‘ostentatious’’ symbols
should be banned. But the Catholic cross worn around the neck
was deemed acceptable as was a Jewish yarmulke worn by males.
The jab, the Muslim headscarf, was still in question.

Since 1989, numerous causes have reaffirmed the exclusion of
veiled students in public schools, denying proper French education
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to Muslin girls and depriving them from their best chance to be-
come part of the French civil and political society.

Furthermore, as indicated in our government’s 1992 Annual
Human Rights Reports, in France, ‘‘no national decision has been
reached on whether denying some Muslin girls the right to wear
head scarves in public schools constitutes a violation of the right
to practice their religion.’’

According to the 2000 State Department Report on Religious
Freedom, students may resort to the French judicial system to pur-
sue their rights. This is not much comfort given the costs in time
and money to the family of the students, the emotional stress of
having to fight for these rights, and the conflict-ridden atmosphere
that engulfs the community as a whole during times when this
issue is in the media.

And I would also like to point out, as Congressman McKinney
had earlier, that the Muslin community in France tends to be of
a lower socio-economic status and a lower education level than the
rest of—the general French population.

Let me highlight here another case involving two Muslim sisters,
this time of French origin, i.e., their families had converted to
Islam so they were ethnically French.

In 1998, two girls, age 12 and 11, were blocked from school when
they started to wear the headscarf. While their parents sought re-
dress from the appropriate local authorities, a temporary solution
was devised for the two girls as they appealed their case.

The temporary solution was for the girls to spend their school
time alone in a room without being taught as they waited for their
case to be decided. The girls ended up spending 15 months waiting
for a final decision, and all the while sat in a room without being
taught.

In January 2000, they were finally readmitted to the school.
However, once the order was given to readmit the girls teachers
and parents in the school protested the decision to readmit the stu-
dents, and the school was closed for 1 week due to the protests.

The French Constitution requires that state schools must be
strictly secular and neutral in all areas. But the act of wearing a
headscarf has been viewed by authorities as in itself ostentatious,
in violation of the law prohibiting prostulizing in schools. At the
same time it has been viewed by teachers as ‘‘a negation of the
ideals of critical faculties which are the basis of secular education,’’
according to the French Academian Giles Kapel, the former Inte-
rior Minister critiqued the headscarf as a mark of the woman’s in-
feriority to men.

In light of these collective statements, one may rightly conclude
that ‘‘ostentatiousness’’ is in the eyes of the beholder. Ostentatious-
ness is that which the alien Other wears.

In reality, what we are seeing is an Orientalist construction of
the headscarf, which neglects the fundamental fact that the
headscarf is an act of religious devotion, not a tool for prostulizing
any more than a Christian crucifix worn around the next may be,
nor is it necessarily a tool of gender discrimination anymore than
a Jewish yarmulke may be.

Clearly, the weight of the French Orientalist behavior and its
frenzied attempt to ‘‘liberate’’ Muslim women against their own re-
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flects not only a colonialist attitude but also a patriarchal one,
which is disrespectful of women and their objections.

France has failed to recognize a simple fact, that if it really
wanted to liberate these women, the fastest path is that of edu-
cation and intercommunication, not isolation, deionization, and hu-
miliation. What France needs to discover is the benefits of a truly
democratic society which respects and celebrates the breathe of its
own diversity instead of resisting and limiting it.

As Karamah stated in a letter to President Chirac dated October
of 2000,

‘‘The attempts to prohibit the wearing of headscarves in
French public schools have evidenced a gender and religious
double standard in French society, and we urge you to guar-
antee all school children in France, religious and non-religious,
boys and girls, the right to an education.’’

In German, the situation has crystallized around a closely re-
lated issue, that of Muslim women teachers wearing headscarves.
Whereas German students may wear the headscarf, German public
school teachers are not allowed the same right. Women wearing
headscarves are allowed to teach in public schools only if necessary
to get their teaching degrees, but are not allowed to take a perma-
nent teaching position.

Last year, a teacher in Baden-Wuerttemberg was denied a teach-
ing post because she wore a headscarf. The Ministry of Education
there took position that the scarf was a political symbol of female
submission rather than a religious practice prescribed in Islam.

It is simply inappropriate that, while thoughtful Muslims them-
selves refuse to pass judgment on each other about this issue of the
headscarf, but the Ministry imposes its version of Islam on believ-
ers who disagree with the stat’s interpretation. In the meantime,
the Ministry’s foray into religious interpretation and its violation
of the constitutional requirement of religious neutrality appear to
have gone unnoticed.

Furthermore, according to the State Department Report on Reli-
gious Freedom for the year 2000, the German authorities claimed
that ‘‘the political act of wearing a scarf was unacceptable for a
teacher as a role model.’’ This misconception has long marked Eu-
ropean attitudes toward the headscarf. In its essence, the headscarf
is a symbol of religious expression. To call it a political—to call it
a political act undermines the constitutional and international pro-
tections for religious freedom. German and other Western authori-
ties must stop dehumanizing Muslim men and women by identi-
fying them as either passive and submissive, or violent and extrem-
ist. It would serve them better to revert to the great tradition of
Goethe and other German luminaries who had a deep under-
standing of and respect for Islam.

The most egregious treatment of Muslim women is taking place
currently in Turkey, a predominantly Muslim country, and the im-
plications for the French example can be seen in the way that it
has spread to Germany and to Turkey as well, in terms of restric-
tions on women who wear the headscarf.

Turkey appears to be trying very hard to Europeanize in the
style of France, in the hopes of winning a seat in the European
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Union. But it appears that Turkey is attempting to prove its strict
to secularism, even at the cost of democracy and human right.

For the past 3 years, prohibitions on wearing the headscarf in
civil service employment and educational institutions has been ap-
plied severely. A video documenting these injustices committed to-
ward women was shared by Karamah with the State Department
about 2 years ago, after the Turkish women themselves made it
and smuggled it out of Turkey.

In the video, we see students being prevented from graduating
medical school or taking state examinations because they chose to
wear a headscarf.

Women who suffer most from this prohibition are from rural
families who adhere to the practice of wearing the headscarf and
poor families who sold everything they owned to send their daugh-
ters to school, only to see them expelled. The prohibition has also
changed the balance of power within the Turkish family, since
many women could no longer work and have their own income.
This has created an economic crunch in families that depend on
two incomes, and increased a sense of helplessness and frustration
amongst women who are unable to assert control over their own
bodies and lives.

In the end, women were being forced to choose between their eco-
nomic needs and their faith and dignity. As a result, many Turkish
women who have been subjected to this harsh policy have experi-
enced severe forms of depression, and families have experienced in-
creased economic and psychological strain.

As mentioned at the outset, our focus on women’s rights in this
statement is but a metaphor for the state of intolerance in Western
Europe with respect to all Muslims, citizens and immigrants, male
and female.

In England, for example, which provides public support for reli-
gious schools, it has historically denied——

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Excuse me, Ms. Fazili. I am so, so very sorry.
I was hoping that we would hear the testimony of one more indi-
vidual before we are going to have to recess our Subcommittee.

I apologize Ms. Hinojosa and Ms. Bell. We have a series of three
votes. It is wonderful to live in a democracy, so we celebrate those
interruptions, but I was wondering if you could wrap yours up, and
then we would listen to Mr. Hayes, and then recess and come back.

Ms. FAZILI. Okay. I am on the last few paragraphs.
I am going to restate my paragraph.
As mentioned at the outset, our focus on women’s rights in the

statements is but a metaphor for a state of intolerance in Western
Europe with respect to all Muslims, citizens and immigrants, males
and females.

I can give example of in England with state funding of religious
schools which historically has denied Muslim schools the same
right to access state funding.

In all Western European countries, Muslims continue to face job
and housing discrimination, police profiling, harassment on the
streets, poor media portrayals, and, particular in France and Ger-
many, difficulties in establishing places of worship often due to re-
sistance by local authorities.
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In short, religious freedom for all remains a sought after dream
for Muslims in European, especially women. But does that mean
that the clash of civilizations and religions is inevitable as Samuel
Huntington appears to predict? Not quite.

Throughout history civilizations have been in constant dialogue
and the sooner we all realize the fundamental
interconnectiveness——

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you.
Ms. FAZILI [continuing]. Of our liberties, the happy and more

liberated we all will be.
Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Fazili follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SAMEERA FAZILI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, KARAMAH:
MUSLIM WOMEN LAWYERS FOR HUMAN RIGHTS

Madame Chairwoman, Members of the Subcommittee:
My name is Sameera Fazili, and I am the Executive Director of Karamah: Muslim

Women Lawyers for Human Rights whose name means ‘‘dignity’’ in the language
of the Qur’an. Our founder, Dr. Azizah al-Hibri, could not be present today as she
is in Qatar on a Fulbright Fellowship. The following testimony was co-authored by
Dr. al-Hibri and myself. Karamah’s board consists of professional women some of
whom wear headscarves and others who do not. I do, Dr. al-Hibri does not. In ac-
cordance with the Islamic jurisprudential tradition of tolerance, we view this as a
matter of personal choice and belief.

By virtue of my positions, I receive e-mail from Muslim women around the world
who either have problems, or want to draw our attention to problems in their or
other jurisdictions. For this reason, my statement to you today will focus primarily
on examples of intolerance towards Muslim women in Western Europe, and in par-
ticular on the issue of wearing headscarves. I do not believe that this is the most
pressing issue for Muslims in Europe, who face discrimination from housing to em-
ployment to education, who endure hate crimes from mosque arsons to murderous
attacks by neo-Nazis, and in general suffer from what Britain has termed
‘‘Islamophobia.’’ According to the highly acclaimed British Runnymede Commission
report on Islamophobia, ‘‘Muslims are frequently excluded from the economic, social,
and public life of the Nation . . . and are frequently victims of discrimination and
harassment.’’

Nonetheless, my remarks today will focus on the issue of wearing the headscarf,
for I do believe that it provides an excellent metaphor for both, the intolerance and
the resulting suffering there. A civilization is always best measured by the status
of its women. Similarly, intolerance is always best exposed in its manifestations to-
wards the most vulnerable part of a community, its women and children.

Centuries ago, waves of Christians left their European homelands to this con-
tinent in order to escape religious wars of intolerance there. The French Revolution
ushered in a sea of change in Europe towards Liberty, Fraternity and Equality. Un-
fortunately, these lofty ideals do not seem to apply to Muslim women in France.
Rather, the French republic appears to continue its crusade against Muslim women,
which it started centuries earlier in North Africa as a ruthless colonialist power.
One wonders about the historical French fixation on the veil of Muslim women. In
Algeria, soldiers tore veils by force, thus denying covered Muslim women not only
their religious freedom, but also their privacy and modesty, even the right to control
their own bodies. Today in France, which has a population of 4–5 million Muslims,
Muslim French students who choose to wear headscarves continue to suffer for their
religious choices.

Perhaps the most famous case of such intolerance took place in 1989 in the Paris
suburb of Creil. A headmaster sought to ban two girls from school after they refused
to remove their headscarves. The matter was referred to the Conseil d’Etat (State
Council), the nation’s highest administrative court. Finally the council decreed that:
‘‘While wearing religious symbols was not in itself incompatible with principles of
secularity in state schools, anything that could be a provocation, proselytism, or un-
dermining the liberty or dignity of pupils was.’’ The actual decision about who is
to be excluded from school was left for local school authorities to determine on a
case-by-case basis.

In subsequent cases we have seen young girls being blocked from school while
their parents seek redress from the local authorities. In 1998, a case in southern
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France devised a ‘‘temporary solution’’ for the two girls as they appealed their
case—to spend their schooltime alone in a room without being taught as their case
was decided. The girls, aged 12 and 11, ended up spending 15 months waiting for
a final decision, and all the while sitting in a room without being taught. In Janu-
ary 2000, they were finally re-admitted to the school.

The French constitution requires that state schools must be strictly secular and
neutral in all areas. But the act of wearing a headscarf was viewed by authorities
as in itself ostentatious, and violative of the law prohibiting proselytizing in schools.
At the same time, it was viewed by teachers as a ‘‘negation of the ideals of critical
faculties which are the basis of secular education,’’ and by then Interior Minister
Jean Pierre Chevenement as a mark of the woman’s inferiority to men. Further-
more, then Prime Minister Balladur assured the Jewish community that the
yarmulke would not be affected and the Ministry of Education stated that ‘‘discrete’’
signs of religion, such as a Catholic cross, were acceptable. In light of these collec-
tive statements, one may rightly conclude that ‘‘ostentatiousness’’ is in the eye of
the beholder. It is that which the alien Other wears.

It is ironic that the land which produced John Paul Sartre and Simone de
Beauvior has failed to note with its superb critical faculties the Orientalist heritage
it is still laboring under. It also failed to recognize the simple fact that if it really
wanted to ‘‘liberate’’ these women, the fastest path is that of education and inter-
communication, not isolation, demonization and humiliation. What France needs to
discover is the benefits of a truly democratic society which respects and celebrates
the breadth of its own diversity, instead of resisting and lamenting it. Unfortu-
nately, it appears that France has adopted a Huntingtonian attitude about the
interaction among religions, cultures, and civilizations on its own soil.

The 1999 Annual Human Rights Report of our government notes that in France
‘‘no national decision has been reached on whether denying some Muslim girls the
right to wear head scarves in public schools constitutes a violation of the right to
practice their religion.’’ Nevertheless, in October of that same year, an important
development took place. The State Council decided to reaffirm the ban on
headscarves in public schools, again denying proper French education to Muslim
girls and depriving them from their best chance to become part of the French civil
and political society. According to the 2000 State Department Report on Religious
Freedom, however, students may resort to the judicial system to pursue their rights.
That is not much comfort, given the costs in time and money to the family of the
student, the emotional stress of having to fight for what every other French child
takes for granted, and the conflict-ridden atmosphere that would engulf the commu-
nity as a whole. In fact, there have been several reported cases of parents and
teachers striking in protest of official orders allowing girls with headscarves to re-
enter the classroom. As recently as January 2000, in La Grand-Combe the sec-
ondary school was closed for a whole week due to protests by the teachers and par-
ents against official orders to re-admit two veiled girls.

Furthermore, this situation does not appear to be getting better. Instead, it is
spreading to other areas. For example, in 1996 a Muslim woman was denied a
French resident permit because she was wearing a scarf, and in 1997 a Moroccan
national was denied citizenship, again because of her attire. Clearly, the weight of
the French Orientalist behavior and its frenzied attempts to ‘‘liberate’’ Muslim
women against their own will reflect not only a diseased colonialist attitude, but
also a patriarchal one which is disrespectful of women and deaf to their objections.
As Karamah stated in a letter to President Chirac, dated October 17, 2000:

‘‘The attempts to prohibit the wearing of headscarves in French public schools
have evidenced a gendered and religious double standard in French society, and
we urge you to guarantee to all school children in France, religious and non-
religious, boys and girls, the right to an education.’’

In Germany, the situation has crystallized around a closely related issue, that of
Muslim women teachers wearing headscarves. Last year, a teacher in Baden-
Wuerttemberg was denied a teaching post because she wore a headscarf. The Min-
istry of Education there took the position that the scarf was ‘‘a political symbol of
female submission rather than a religious practice prescribed in Islam.’’

This is an admirable attempt by the Ministry to understand what true Islam is.
But Muslims themselves believe that no one has the right to make such a deter-
mination, because all humans are subject to error and that the Muslim’s relation-
ship with God is direct and unmediated. Consequently, when a woman understands
her religion as mandating a headscarf, that understanding must be respected by all,
those who agree and those who disagree. It is simply inappropriate that, while
thoughtful Muslims themselves refuse to pass judgment on each other about this
issue, that the Ministry in its great wisdom has no problem announcing the ‘‘true’’
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answer in no time, and imposing it on believers who disagree with the state’s inter-
pretation. In the meantime, the Ministry’s foray into religious interpretation and its
violation of the constitutional requirement of religious neutrality appear to have
gone unnoticed.

Furthermore, according to the State Department Report on Religious Freedom for
the year 2000, the German authorities claimed that ‘‘the political act of wearing a
scarf was unacceptable for a teacher as a role model.’’ In making this statement,
the state shifted the grounds of its objections with a sleight of hand from the reli-
gious to the political. As a result, the constitutional and international protections
for religious freedoms magically disappeared. The modest religious woman is now
revealed as a dangerous political activist that must be removed from interaction
with impressionable children, lest they decide to become modest as well. German
and other Western authorities must stop dehumanizing Muslim men and women by
reifying them as either passive and submissive, or violent and extremist. It would
serve them better to revert to the great tradition of Goethe and other German lumi-
naries who had a deep understanding of and respect for Islam.

Incidentally, the teacher in this case did resort to the judicial system, but the ad-
ministrative court upheld the action of the school. It said that the teachers had a
legal responsibility of ‘‘neutrality’’ which overrides considerations of religious free-
dom. Given that ‘‘neutrality’’ is usually a social construct, it follows that the court
is not sympathetic to any significant expressions of religious diversity. That is the
problem; religious freedom becomes empty when conditioned on a litmus test of
‘‘neutrality’’ by a basically homogeneous majority.

Unlike France, German students are allowed to wear head scarves. Women wear-
ing headscarves are allowed to teach in public schools only as necessary to get their
teaching degrees, but are not allowed to take a permanent teaching position. In
other words, this policy places a ‘‘career ban’’ at a later stage in the professional
development of Muslim women who wear headscarves. The French do it earlier.

The most egregious treatment of Muslim women is taking place in Turkey, which
appears to be trying very hard to Europeanize in the style of France. The stories
flowing out of that country are exceptional in their intolerance towards Muslims.
This state of affairs is quite odd, given the fact that Istanbul was the seat of the
Ottoman Empire and Turkey has a population which is overwhelmingly Muslim.
But it appears that Turkey is attempting to prove its strict adherence to secularism,
even at the cost of democracy and human rights.

For the past three years, prohibitions on wearing the headscarf in civil service
employment and educational institutions have been applied severely. For example,
many Muslim women who wore headscarves were not permitted to graduate from
medical school unless they removed their scarves. As a result, many pious women
ended up losing a career they had worked for very hard. A video documenting the
injustices committed towards these women was shared by Karamah with the State
Department about two years ago after the Turkish women themselves made it and
smuggled it out of Turkey.

Women who suffer most from this prohibition are rural families who adhere to
the practice of wearing headscarves and poor families who sold everything they
owned to send their daughters to school, only to see them expelled. The prohibition
has also changed the balance of power within the Turkish family, since many
women could no longer work and have their own income. Furthermore, they could
not even get passports or drivers licenses for the same reason. This created an eco-
nomic crunch in families that depended on two incomes. It also created a feeling
of helplessness and frustration among women who were unable to assert control
over their own bodies and lives. In the end, women were being forced to choose be-
tween their economic needs and their faith and dignity. As a result, many Turkish
women who have been subjected to this harsh policy have experienced severe forms
of depression, and families have experienced increased economic and psychological
strain.

As mentioned at the outset, our focus on women’s rights in this statement is but
a metaphor for the state of intolerance in Western Europe with respect to all Mus-
lims, citizens and immigrant, male and female. England, for example, provides pub-
lic support for Religious schools but denied it to Muslim schools which were viewed
as a challenge to the British political authority. So, here again, a political cover for
an Orientalist bias against Islam is used to deny Muslims their religious rights.
This state of affairs prompted Muslims to demand that they be given the same
rights as Christians and Jews in establishing separate schools. In 1997, when the
Runnymede Trust published its Islamophobia report, it noted that there were 7,000
state schools with an explicit religious affiliation, 4,800 were Church of England,
2,140 were Roman Catholic, 28 were Methodist, and 23 were Jewish. All applica-
tions made by Muslim schools to access the same funding were turned down by the
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central Government, despite the fact that the students performed exceeding well on
the State standardized tests.6 Due to lobbying efforts by the Muslim community, led
by former pop star Cat Stevens, two Muslim schools received funding in 1998, and
a third in 2000.

In all Western European countries, Muslims continue to face job and housing dis-
crimination, police profiling, harassment on the streets, poor media portrayals, and,
particularly in France and Germany, difficulties in establishing places of worship
often due to resistance by local authorities.

One recent example of a flagrant violation of religious freedom deserves special
mention. In its unending attempt to prove its commitment to strict secularism, Tur-
key has recently arrested in Izmir an American Muslim sufi for praying in a small
group in a private home without a permit, and for wearing banned religious dress
in public. Incidentally, our Muslim American troops in Turkey also suffered from
this hostile attitude to religious attire when they left their base wearing a head cap.

In short, religious freedom for all remains a sought after dream for Muslims in
Europe, especially women. But does that mean that the clash of civilizations and
religions is inevitable as Samuel Huntington appears to predict? Not quite, accord-
ing to Mr. John Snethen. He notes in a law review article that Ireland provides a
promising example of interfaith dialogue. Although a few Muslims live there, the
nation hosts Islamic cultural centers and Irish educators practice tolerance and
work together with their Muslim students to establish greater understanding. This
example, Mr. Snethen concludes, suggests that the integration of Eastern values
and Western public education is possible, and that such integration provides an op-
portunity for establishing a pedagogical bridge between East and West. This is a
reasonable conclusion, especially if we take note of a recent law review article by
Professor John Makdisi, which traced important Islamic legal contributions in Me-
dieval times from Sicily to Norman England. Throughout history, civilizations have
been in constant dialogue; and the sooner we all realize the fundamental inter-
connectedness of our liberties, the happier and more liberated we will all be.

One last note: American Muslims are also facing increasingly serious human
rights problems in this country, but that is a discussion for another day.

Thank you.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much. Thank you.
Mr. Hayes.
Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Madam Chair, Ranking Member——
Ms. MCKINNEY. Love that voice.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. That is enough right there. You are losing us

fast here. It is going to be difficult to come back here.
Mr. HAYES. No harm intended.

STATEMENT OF ISAAC HAYES, ACTOR/MUSICIAN

Mr. HAYES. Ranking Member McKinney, and distinguished Mem-
bers of the Committee.

I want to thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to
speak to you today about the harm being done in France by preju-
dice—the bitter prejudice of intolerance.

But before I go any further, I would like to give my respect and
admiration to Congressmen Smith, Tancredo and Pitts because
they went to Paris, went to France, and confronted and took the
issues right to the belly of the beast, and I appreciate that.

Now, last October, I flew to France to take part in a marching
rally for religious freedom in Paris. We were a grateful and peace-
ful gathering, waving flags and singing songs for freedom. Yet un-
like other gatherings the Paris Prefecture would not allow us to
march through the streets of Paris. Instead, under pressure from
the local government, the Prefecture sent out 300 riot police to
order us to disperse.

And I cannot help being reminded of 1989 when Chinese tanks
advanced on the students in Tiananmen Square. Fear drove those
tanks. In Paris, thankfully, no one was hurt but it took me back
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to the times when I was marching in Memphis with Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, that last march before he was shot down. And it wasn’t
a good feeling. I know what suppression is I felt it.

But the French officials showed that same fear and that same in-
tolerance of basic human rights. The intolerant mind-set fostered
by the French officials can be clearly seen in a recent incident. A
French citizen who was a member of a minority religion visited a
member of the French National Assembly to seek his help in oppos-
ing legislation designed to shut down minority faiths. The MP was
not present, but the MP’s assistant was wholly indifferent to the
visitor’s concerns. When she protested that as a French citizen, she
had had a right to be heard, the MP’s assistant replied, and I
quote, ‘‘You are not a citizen. You are a member of a sect.’’

As an artist, I am particularly concerned about the
deteriorization of human rights in France. It threatens the freedom
of artistic expression and the ability of artists to survive economi-
cally.

In 1999, a talented young singer who belongs to a minority reli-
gion was selected out of more than 700 candidates to represent
France in the internationally renowned Eurovision song contest.
When her religious affiliation became known, her producers can-
celled 16 TV shows where she was scheduled to perform, and they
also cancelled album contracts and tours.

Government intolerance of minority faiths has even been intro-
duced into French schools. A member of the church there where—
let me get my thing right here. Okay, I’m sorry. A member of the
Church of Scientology, of which I too am a member, unexpectedly
discovered that her 13-year-old daughter’s sports class had been
cancelled and replaced by mandatory conference on cults.

Her daughter was extremely upset by the hurtful bigotry and
prejudice spread in this conference, which was conducted with the
support of the Ministry of National Education, and the infamous
Interministerial Mission to Fight against Sects, a body that has
nurtured religious intolerance in France.

As you have heard, France has now passed the most oppressive
legislation in Western Europe targeting religious organizations.
During the debate on the law in the National Assembly, one MP
stood up and said that he regretted, and I quote, ‘‘A great night of
sects unfortunately cannot take place which would allow us to han-
dle it all at once.’’

Nobody spoke up in protest when this MP uttered those words
of violence associated with actions of the Nazis. It is a symptom of
the worsening human rights situation in France when no one ob-
jects to this outrageous appeal to hate, and by an elected official.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. We are so sorry, but we only have about 5
minutes to—Cynthia and I are very fast but we are going to have
1 minute to wrap up, Isaac, if we could.

Mr. HAYES. I want to ask permission to resume when you return.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. That would be wonderful. Our Committee

will just be adjourned, recess for about 25 minutes.
Mr. HAYES. All right. Thank you.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you.
[Recess.]
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. The Subcommittee will commence and we
will be taking things a little out of order. We apologize first for
those series of votes, but if we could have Mr. Hinojosa give his tes-
timony, the President of Panda Software, then when Mr. Hayes
come back he will finish his testimony and then we will wrap up
our panelist with Ms. Bell.

So we appreciate it, Mr. Patrick Hinojosa, and your statement
will be made part of the record, so please summarize. Thank you,
Patrick.

STATEMENT OF PATRICK HINOJOSA, PRESIDENT, PANDA
SOFTWARE

Mr. HINOJOSA. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman and distin-
guished Member of the Subcommittee. I am grateful for the oppor-
tunity to be able to speak here today.

I’m the Chief Financial Officer and Vice President of Panda Soft-
ware US, which is part of Panda Software International, the fourth
largest producer of anti-virus software in the world. The biggest
markets for Panda are the United States, Great Britain, France,
our third largest market, and Germany. Panda clients include
DaimlerChrysler, Panasonic and the Boeing Corporation. Our soft-
ware product has won countless awards and commendations. It is
widely recognized that in Europe our company is the industry lead-
er.

Until several months ago, Panda Software’s main customers in
France included major French and multi-national companies, and
a host of government agencies, such as the French Ministry of the
Interior and regional educational authorities. They have all
reneged on their contracts with Panda. As a result, our French op-
eration has suffered a devastating 50 percent drop in revenue.
Panda Software France is a subsidiary of Panda Software U.S.

This governmental campaign of defamation, and unfounded accu-
sations against Panda has only one cause. The French government
does not like the religious choice of Panda’s founder. It has placed
his religious denomination on a list of 1972 ‘‘disfavored’’ religions,
along with Baptists, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Buddhists, Hindus and
others. Panda’s founder, Mr. Urizarbarrena, and his wife have for
many years been members of the Scientology religion.

In April 2001, the rumor surfaced without a shred of evidence to
justify the accusation that Panda’s anti-virus software might be
somehow able to access the confidential databases of the French
Ministry of the Interior, and if this could happen, then the informa-
tion would be sent to the Church of Scientology.

It was also alleged that buying Panda’s product was tantamount
to funding the Church of Scientology, another patent falsehood.

Testimony before the International Relations Committee last
year revealed that similarly unfounded allegations were made
against American software producer, Executive Software, by Ger-
man government officials, also solely because CEO Craig Jensen is
a member of the Church of Scientology.

As the U.S. State Department’s Annual Human Rights Report for
2000 noted, the allegations against Executive Software proved com-
pletely unfounded.
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Returning to Panda, a French Ministry of Education official pro-
nounced on national television that, ‘‘We are asking the heads of
schools not to acquire [software produced by Panda] and for those
who already have it, to stop using this software.’’

In a letter the Ministry of Education sent to French colleagues,
the Ministry wrote, ‘‘Even though this material [Panda software]
presents no danger in its present form, I am asking you to cease
using it.’’ Obviously there is no technical difficulties with the soft-
ware as they announced, so it must be other reasons.

And from there the government’s campaign really took off, with
some 15 major newspaper articles attempting to discredit Panda
software as a so-called ‘‘sect’’ company, whatever that means. The
Education Ministry’s trade boycott was followed by the Ministry of
the Interior. Numerous regional governmental bodies then an-
nounced that they were terminating their agreements with Panda
because of its founder’s religious adherence.

Not surprisingly, the public—excuse me—the private sector soon
felt the pressure of governmental intent. All the major super-
market chains in France—Carrefour, FNAC, Auchan, Cora, Leclerc
and Casino—announced that they are canceling their agreements
with Panda. Likewise, the software wholesaler Ingram Micro has
cancelled its contract. Ingram Micro is a major distributor for the
retail computer market. So Panda Software is now effectively
barred from this market segment also. Because of the discrimina-
tion campaign, the plan by Panda US to bid for governmental secu-
rity contracts in France has to be shelved. Having a major Euro-
pean government spread the false accusation that our software can
lead to security breaches on a computer system has also had a very
chilling effect worldwide for our company.

I therefore implore, Mrs. Chairwoman, that you and the U.S.
Congress give serious consideration to the means available under
existing legislation or other available instruments and vehicles to
make the French government realize that discriminating against
U.S. companies and persons based upon the religious affiliation of
their founders or executive staff is a violation of international pub-
lic policy and France’s international treaty commitments, and that
it will not be tolerated by the United States.

Thank you for hearing my testimony.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hinojosa follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PATRICK HINOJOSA, PRESIDENT, PANDA SOFTWARE

Chairwoman Ros-Lehtinen and distinguished members of the Subcommittee.
My name is Patrick Hinojosa. I am the Chief Financial Officer and Vice President

of Panda Software US, which is part of Panda Software International. Panda is the
fourth largest producer of anti-virus software in the world. The market for computer
anti-virus software has grown to approximately one billion dollars per year and con-
tinues to expand. The biggest markets for Panda are the United States, Great Brit-
ain, France and Germany. Panda’s American clients include DaimlerChrysler,
Panasonic and the U.S. and international offices of Boeing Corporation. It is widely
recognized that in Europe our company is the industry leader.

Madame Chairwoman, I greatly appreciate your invitation to testify today about
the practice of religious discrimination in European Union countries, and how such
discrimination can act as a trade barrier to U.S. and other foreign companies doing
business in the European Union. As Panda Software’s recent experiences in France
illustrate, governmental religious discrimination can have a serious commercial im-
pact in the public and private sector on companies whose ownership or employees
belong to a disfavored religious minority. Panda Software in France, which is major-

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 11:06 Sep 19, 2001 Jkt 073775 PO 00000 Frm 00060 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 F:\WORK\IOHR\071101\73775 HINTREL1 PsN: HINTREL1



57

ity-owned by Panda USA, has had government and private contracts cancelled, been
permanently precluded from future procurements, and has been the subject of
damning and false public accusations by French officials. Since Panda became the
target of such religious and economic discrimination in France, which has been our
third largest market after the United States and Great Britain, our French sub-
sidiary operation has suffered a devastating 50% drop in revenue.

In a matter of only a few months, a governmental campaign of defamation and
unfounded accusations against Panda has taken hold—solely because the French
government does not like the religious choice of Panda’s founder and so placed his
religious denomination on a list of 172 ‘‘disfavored’’ religions along with Baptists,
Jehovah’s Witnesses, Buddhists, Hindus and others. Panda’s founder, Mr.
Urizarbarrena, and his wife have for many years been members of the Scientology
religion. This French government discrimination has resulted in the current situa-
tion whereby Panda Software is now effectively barred from access to the French
governmental and major private markets.

Until several months ago, Panda Software’s main customers in France included
major French and multi-national companies, and a host of government agencies
such as the French Ministry of the Interior and regional education authorities. They
all have reneged on their contracts with Panda.

You might ask how can such devastating government-sponsored economic dis-
crimination take place in an apparently modern industrial democracy such as
France? At Panda Software, we have been asking the same question. We create and
sell an excellent software product that has won countless awards and commenda-
tions from software industry groups and publications. I have attached a sample of
these awards to my testimony and request that they be included in the record. Our
product and our record, like that of any company, should be all that matters; how-
ever, a stack of cancelled French government and French private sector contracts
proves otherwise.

Being forced to investigate the motivation of the French government, I discovered
that various commissions and ministries within the French state have been engaged
in a systematic campaign of discrimination and intolerance against a wide range of
minority religions and their members. Indeed, there is a list of 172 targeted reli-
gious groups, many of them American.

Out of the blue, in April 2001 the allegations surfaced—without a shred of evi-
dence to justify the accusation—that Panda’s anti-virus software might be able to
somehow access the confidential databases of the French Ministry of Interior and
if this could happen then the information would be sent to the Church of Scien-
tology. This allegation is patently absurd. All of the major international anti-virus
certifying organizations have rigorously tested Panda’s products and given them
their highest available levels of certification. It was also alleged that buying and
leasing Panda’s products was equivalent to funding the Church of Scientology via
the company, another patent falsehood. Panda and the Church of Scientology have
no connection whatsoever; what religion our company’s founder belongs to is his per-
sonal and private decision, a protected democratic right enshrined in many an inter-
national human rights instrument.

As you may have heard, similarly wild and unfounded allegations were made in
early 2000 against American software manufacturer, Executive Software, by govern-
ment officials in Germany. Executive Software CEO Craig Jensen testified about
this nightmarish experience before the International Relations Committee just
about a year ago. In short, he too happens to be a member of the Church of Scien-
tology, a religion fully recognized by the government and courts in the United
States. This was the sole reason that his company, and in fact the entire Microsoft
Windows 2000 Operating System for which Executive Software supplies a compo-
nent, was attacked causing serious and costly delays in the release and use of Win-
dows 2000 in Germany. Indeed, an article in the French news magazine L’Express
stated that the German Ministry of the Interior, quote, ‘‘had also had to confront
a similar problem.’’

However, L’Express omitted to mention the fact that the allegation against Execu-
tive Software was disproven when a year of German governmental inspections de-
clared them completely unfounded—an outcome that was noted in the U.S. State
Department’s 2000 Annual Human Rights Report.

Back to Panda’s own story of trade discrimination in France. A French Ministry
of Education official, stated on national television that ‘‘We are asking the heads
of schools not to acquire [software produced by Panda] and for those who already
have it, to stop using this software.’’ From there the government’s campaign really
took off.
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Some fifteen major articles have been published, which are attempting to discredit
Panda Software as a so-called ‘‘sect company.’’ The media are amply supplied with
material. The Education Ministry was followed by

the Ministry of the Interior, and the regional governmental bodies of Créteil and
Montpellier announced that they were terminating their agreements with Panda be-
cause of its founder’s religious adherence. Government councils of the Gironde, Côte
d’Armor, and Aube regions also announced that they were canceling their contracts
with Panda. More so, the religious discrimination that forms the basis for such com-
mercially harmful actions was openly admitted.

In a letter the Ministry of Education sent to French colleges, the Ministry wrote:
‘‘Even though this material [Panda software] presents no danger in its present

form, I am asking you to cease using it.’’
The letter went on to make the ridiculous accusation that Panda Software, is a

‘‘subsidiary of the Church of Scientology.’’
How much more blatantly wrong and discriminatory can one be? Panda has no

ties, financial or otherwise, to the Church; it is an independent company with more
than 600 employees, managed by its own executives and board.

The economic consequences for Panda of this religious discrimination have been
brutal. Apart from numerous government agencies, many private entities in France
have also reneged—some with disturbing public vigor—on their contracts with
Panda Software.

Not surprisingly, the private sector soon felt the pressure of governmental intent
and soon followed its lead. All the major supermarket chains in France—Carrefour,
FNAC, Auchan, Cora, Leclerc and Casino—announced that they are canceling their
agreements with Panda. Likewise, the software wholesaler Ingram Micro has can-
celled its contract with Panda Software in France. As Ingram Micro is a major dis-
tributor for the retail computer hardware and software market, Panda Software is
now effectively barred from selling to this market segment.

As one can imagine, projected economic losses are even greater than actual losses
to date. Because of this discrimination campaign against Panda, the plan by Panda
U.S. to bid for government security contracts in France has to be shelved. The gov-
ernment sectors in Europe tend to possess the largest computer structures and net-
works in the nation, and being unable to place bids for government contracts puts
my company at an extreme disadvantage vis-a-vis our competitors. It is obvious that
Panda Software has suffered by being denied the respect and status in the private
sector that comes with being a contractual partner in the government sector. My
company produces software for computer security. Having a major European govern-
ment spread the false accusation that our software can lead to security breaches on
a computer system has a very chilling effect worldwide for our company.

Considering further that today we operate in the ‘‘global economy’’ that has been
largely built by U.S. companies, the discriminatory and defamatory behavior of one
of the G–7 countries affects Panda not only in France or Europe but has a highly
negative effect on our business prospects in other world markets, too.

The effective ban and boycott of Panda Software by the French government sim-
ply because of Mr. Urizarbarrena’s religious association and beliefs painfully high-
lights the existence in France of a deliberate government policy to attack and dis-
criminate against companies, if its leaders have the audacity to belong to a religion
that French politicians don’t favor and have blacklisted.

I am afraid the economic damage and trade barriers that are being erected
against foreign firms in France are likely to become more prevalent in the near fu-
ture. As I mentioned earlier, for the past six years the French Government has
taken increasingly brazen steps against members of minority religions, and recently
France enacted an ‘‘anti-sect’’ law characterized by American religious observers as
a vicious attempt to destroy minority religions in France.

I am a businessperson. I don’t mind competition. In fact, we thrive because of
competition. It spurs the creation of better products and better deals and service for
the consumer. It creates jobs and prosperity—this is what makes us proud to be en-
trepreneurs and is the reward for the hard work and the risks. I am not asking for
advantages or a favored position, all I ask for is a level playing field.

I therefore implore, Mrs Chairwoman, that you and the U.S. Congress give seri-
ous consideration to the means available under existing legislation or other avail-
able instruments and vehicles to make the French government realize that discrimi-
nating against U.S. companies and persons, based upon the religious affiliation of
their founders or executive staff, is a violation of international public policy and
France’s international treaty commitments, and that it will not be tolerated by the
United States.

Thank you for hearing my testimony.
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much, Patrick, and we are very
pleased now to hear from Catherine Bell.

Thank you so much, Catherine, for being with us.

STATEMENT OF CATHERINE BELL, ACTOR

Ms. BELL. Thank you. Madam Chairwoman and distinguished
Members of the Committee.

I greatly appreciate your decision to hold today’s hearing, and I
would like to thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify.

As I was finalizing my testimony, I read an editorial in yester-
day’s Washington Post that ably summarizes the direction French
governmental religious intolerance is taking. The author, who
teaches on China-Taiwan issues at Georgetown School of Foreign
Service, states,

‘‘China’s communist leaders have finally found a western
human rights model they like: France’s new anti-cult law mak-
ing ‘mental manipulation’ a crime . . . Chinese officials now
triumphantly canvas American academics, touting the French
law as partial vindication for China’s much criticized human
rights posture’’

And he adds,
‘‘The French connection in China’s anti-human rights cam-

paign is not new; parallel efforts by the two governments last
month succeeded in ejecting the United States from the United
Nations Human Rights Commission.’’

It is ironic that the official in charge of Paris’s bid to host the
2008 Olympic Games cited China’s human rights record as a rea-
son the games should not go to Beijing. The testimony presented
today makes clear that not only the Chinese, but also the French
government, is in violation of the non-discrimination clause in the
Olympic Charter.

The fight against religious discrimination in Europe does not
mean, as some French and German officials have tried to argue,
that we are demanding official recognition as a religion for all mi-
nority faiths. It does mean that we insist that the governments of
those countries honor their international human rights commit-
ments to respect a person’s freedom of thought, conscience, religion,
belief or association.

Madam Chairwoman, this is by no means the first time that I
and others, both artists and victims, have testified before Congress
about such human rights violations. All of us have spoken with the
victims of religious intolerance, many of whom are not equipped to
give their grievances a public airing. That is why hearings such as
the one today are so valuable. Artists like Isaac Hayes, Anne Ar-
cher, Chick Corea, John Travolta and I appreciate the forum to
speak out for people who otherwise would have no spokesperson.
We are here to make sure their voices are heard.

France is a leader in Europe, a pivotal member of the European
Union and the Council of Europe. If we cannot persuade the
French government to uphold standards of human rights, what
must be our changes be of success when dealing with countries like
the Sudan or China or Iraq?
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Last year, I and other witnesses testified before the full House
International Relations Committee that discrimination and intoler-
ance continued to worsen in France, Germany, Belgium and Aus-
tria. The International Relations Committee has passed two resolu-
tions deploring the abuses and calling on the responsible govern-
ments to return to the principles of tolerance and religious plu-
ralism.

Successive years of U.S. State Department Annual Human
Rights Reports have tracked the growing intolerance in France,
and the U.S. government has called upon the governments of
France, Belgium and Austria to close their ‘‘anti-sect’’ offices. Many
Congressmen and Senators have expressed their concerns to the
French government, both through correspondence and in person.
International human rights organizations, both private and govern-
mental, have charted the increasing militancy of the offending gov-
ernments. These are necessary and valuable measures, and with-
out them, the situation would be even more grave than it is.

But despite all the well-intentioned efforts of Congress and the
State Department, the French government has not softened its
policies of intolerance, but has made them more extreme. What
sort of message is France, a leading world democracy, sending to
emerging democracies about what constitutes acceptable treatment
of minorities? What are French officials and politicians commu-
nicating to, say, African countries, or the Eastern European states
seeking access to the European Union? How discouraging must it
be to artists whose right to freedom of expression is denied under
totalitarian governments, when they see a senior French govern-
ment official visiting Beijing to discuss how to wipe out minority
religions?

I believe, Madam Chairwoman, that the time has come for Con-
gress to take firm and unequivocal action against Western Euro-
pean governments that fail to comply with international human
rights laws. We have a responsibility under the International Reli-
gious Freedom Act, and as Americans, to protect the rights of mi-
nority religious members, especially American citizens.

Indeed, the act provides for trade penalties to be invoked against
governments that engage in acts of religious persecution. The
French government has now placed on the books a law that is tai-
lor-made to create persecution, and to deny religious adherents
their right to worship in community with others, to freely practice
their religion and associate with their co-religionists.

Within the next few months, we can expect French authorities to
move to dissolve targeted religious organizations. Should the
French government use this new law to persecute peaceful religious
groups for exercising their right to worship, I strongly recommend
that the Administration and the U.S. Congress use all means avail-
able to remedy this grave injustice.

Madam Chairwoman, I would like to mention that with us here
in the audience today are three colleagues of mine who have trav-
eled to Washington all the way from Paris this week, specifically
to share their personal discrimination stories: Ms. Daniele
Gounard, President of the Church of Scientology in Paris, who was
unjustly jailed for her religious beliefs after a series of raids upon
her home and office; Mr. Michel Lollichon, a French businessman
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who lost his business following a media campaign against his soft-
ware company solely due to his membership in the Church of
Scientology; and Mr. Pierre Denis, a nuclear engineer with the
French National Electricity Company, who lost his job after being
denounced for being a Scientologist.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. We welcome all three of you today. Thank
you so much for being here.

Ms. BELL. And, Madam Chairwoman, I would like to make a
final point. Surely now with all the evidence in, the time has come
for hard-nosed legislation penalizing foreign governments and enti-
ties that engage in repeated and persistent acts of religious dis-
crimination. Tough, uncompromising laws by the United States are
needed to drive home that human rights violations such as we have
heard today are completely unacceptable, and that the United
States will not stand by and permit them to continue.

Thank you very much for hearing my testimony.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Bell follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CATHERINE BELL, ACTOR

Madame Chairwoman and distinguished members of the Committee:
I greatly appreciate your decision to hold today’s hearing, and I would like to

thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify. I will not recap all that has gone
before, but I do want to recommend, and indeed, strongly urge, that Congress and
the Administration start taking much tougher measures against western European
governments, and especially France, that persistently refuse to comply with human
rights standards.

As I was finalizing my testimony, I read an editorial in yesterday’s Washington
Post that ably summarizes the direction French governmental religious intolerance
is taking. The author, who teaches on China-Taiwan issues at Georgetown’s School
of Foreign Service, states, ‘‘China’s communist leaders have finally found a western
human rights model they like: France’s new anti-cult law making ’mental manipula-
tion’ a crime . . . Chinese officials now triumphantly canvas American academics,
touting the French law as partial vindication for China’s much criticized human
rights posture.’’ And he adds, ‘‘The French connection in China’s anti-human rights
campaign is not new; parallel efforts by the two governments last month succeeded
in ejecting the United States from the United Nations Human Rights Commission.’’
It is ironic that the official in charge of Paris’s bid to host the 2008 Olympic Games
cited China’s human rights record as a reason the Games should not go to Beijing.
The testimony presented today makes clear that not only the Chinese, but also the
French government, is in violation of the non-discrimination clause in the Olympic
Charter.

The new French law to ‘‘Reinforce the Prevention and Repression of Sectarian
Groups’’ is intentionally designed to deprive hundreds of thousands, perhaps mil-
lions, of people of their right to worship freely. Essentially, the new law makes it
illegal for religions to help those that they have traditionally helped, i.e., the spir-
itually afflicted. With this law, repressive and intolerant French officials and politi-
cians have engineered the legal instruments to enforce the death penalty on minor-
ity religious groups.

The fight against religious discrimination in Europe does not mean, as some
French and German officials have tried to argue, that we are demanding official rec-
ognition as a religion for all minority faiths. It does mean that we insist that the
governments of those countries honor their international human rights commit-
ments to respect a person’s freedom of thought, conscience, religion, belief or asso-
ciation.

Madame Chairwoman, this is by no means the first time that my fellow-artists
and I have testified before Congress about such human rights violations. All of us
have spoken with the victims of religious intolerance, many of whom are not really
equipped to give their grievances a public airing. That is why hearings such as the
one today are so valuable. Artists like

Isaac Hayes, Anne Archer, Chick Corea, John Travolta and I appreciate the forum
to speak out for people, who otherwise would have no spokesperson. We are here
to make sure their voices are heard.
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France is a leader in Europe, a pivotal member of the European Union and the
Council of Europe. If we cannot persuade the French government to uphold stand-
ards of human rights, what must be our chances of success when dealing with coun-
tries like the Sudan or Iraq?

Much good work has been done over the years to expose religious discrimination
in western Europe. In 1997, the Commission for Security in Cooperation in Europe
held a major hearing, and the Commission has continued to express concerns about
the situation in succeeding years. Last year, I and other witnesses testified before
the full House International Relations Committee that discrimination and intoler-
ance continued to worsen in France, Germany, Belgium and Austria. The Inter-
national Relations Committee has passed two resolutions deploring the abuses, and
calling on the responsible governments to return to the principles of tolerance and
religious pluralism.

Successive years of U.S. State Department Annual Human Rights Reports have
tracked the growing intolerance in France, and the U.S. government has called upon
the governments of France, Belgium and Austria to close their ‘‘anti-sect’’ offices.
Many congressmen and senators have expressed their concerns to the French gov-
ernment, both through correspondence and in person. International human rights
organizations, both private and governmental, have charted the increasing militancy
of the offending governments.

These are necessary and valuable measures, and without them, the situation
would be even graver than it is. But despite all the well-intentioned efforts of Con-
gress and the State Department, the French government has not softened its poli-
cies of intolerance, but has made them more extreme. What sort of message is
France, a leading world democracy, sending to emerging democracies about what
constitutes acceptable treatment of minorities? What are French officials and politi-
cians communicating to, say, African countries, or to eastern European states seek-
ing access to the European Union? How discouraging must it be to artists whose
right to freedom of expression is denied under totalitarian governments, when they
see a senior French government official visiting Beijing to discuss how to wipe out
minority religions?

I believe, Madame Chairwoman, that the time has come for Congress to take firm
and unequivocal action against western European governments that fail to comply
with international human rights law. We have a responsibility under the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act, and as Americans, to protect the rights of minority
religious members, especially American citizens. Indeed, the act provides for trade
penalties to be taken against governments that engage in acts of religious persecu-
tion. The French government has now placed on the books a law that is tailor-made
to create persecution, and to deny religious adherents their right to worship in com-
munity with others, freely practice their religion and associate with their co-reli-
gionists. Within the next few months, we can expect French authorities to move to
dissolve targeted religious organizations. I strongly recommend that the Administra-
tion and Congress look seriously at applying trade penalties if the French govern-
ment uses the new law to engage in religious persecution against peaceful religious
groups for exercising their right to worship.

And I would like to make one last point. Surely now, with all the evidence in,
the time has come for hard-nosed legislation mandating sanctions against foreign
governments that engage in repeated and persistent acts of religious discrimination.
Tough, uncompromising laws by the United States are needed to drive home that
human rights violations such as we have heard today are completely unacceptable,
and that the United States will not stand by and permit them to continue.

Thank you very much for hearing my testimony.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much, and we know that the
French witnesses who are here with us will be meeting with our
staff on Friday, so we appreciate that, and Ms. McKinney’s staff as
well.

And now we would like to hear the rest of the testimony of Mr.
Hayes, and I have already chastised my colleague, Cynthia McKin-
ney, because she snuck out alone with Isaac Hayes——[Laugh-
ter]——and came back, and I feel a little left out, Isaac. I am not
going to ask any questions, but I just want you to know that I told
her it is not right. In kindergarten, we learn to share. [Laughter.]

Ms. MCKINNEY. And all I can say, Madam Chair, is I stand ac-
cused.
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Mr. HAYES. She is guilty. [Laughter.]
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Je cues. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.
Mr. HAYES. Well, you know what, Madam Chair, I got a good

workout. This woman walked everywhere.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. She does.
Mr. HAYES. And I am just getting my breath back.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. She usually has the gold sneakers on.
Ms. MCKINNEY. Right.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. But she did not have them on today.
Mr. HAYES. Wow.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you. Thank you. Please continue.
Mr. HAYES. All right, I am going to go back a ways and go to

this young singer.
In 1999, a talented young singer who belongs to a minority reli-

gion was selected out of more than 700 candidates to represent
France at the internationally renowned Eurovision song contest.
And when her religious affiliation became known to her producers,
well, her producers cancelled 16 shows where she was scheduled to
perform, and they also cancelled album contracts and tours.

Government intolerance of minority faiths has been introduced
into French schools. The mother of a student who was a member
of the Church of Scientology unexpectedly discovered that her 13-
year-old daughter’s sports class had been cancelled and replaced by
a mandatory conference on ‘‘cults.’’ Her daughter was extremely
upset by the hurtful bigotry and prejudice spread at this con-
ference, which was conducted with the support of the Ministry of
National Education and the infamous Interministerial Mission to
Fight against Sects. That is a body that has nurtured religious in-
tolerance in France.

Now, as you have heard, France has now passed the most op-
pressive legislation in Western Europe targeting religious organiza-
tion. During the debate on the law in the National Assembly, one
MP stood up and said that he regretted, and I quote, ‘‘A great night
of the sects unfortunately cannot take place which would allow us
to handle it all at once.’’

Nobody spoke up to protest when this MP uttered these words
of violence associated with actions of the Nazis. It is a symptom of
the worsening human rights situation in France when no one ob-
jects to this outrageous appeal to hate by an elected official.

French officials tries to explain away the government- sanctioned
religious intolerance in France by saying, ‘‘Freedom in France is
different from freedom in the United States.’’ I doubt the victims
of this intolerance agrees there is a difference. Freedom is freedom.

As an African-American, I am very worried by remarks made by
the authors of the new French law against minority religions. Ma-
dame Picard, a member of the French National Assembly, told the
media that the law is aimed at groups of a spiritual, ethnic or phil-
osophical nature.

Spiritual, ethnic or philosophical—that just between covers ev-
eryone.

In Marseille, North African makeup a quarter of the city’s
800,000 inhabitants. Relations are often tense and this new law
will only further fuel discrimination against Muslims. Currently
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the French government forbids Muslim women to wear their
headscarves in public schools.

One Senegal-born woman who has spent most of her life in
France, and speaks French fluently, perfectly, recently reported
that, when she tried to find an apartment on several occasions, the
landlord who was hearing her over the phone thought she was
white and agreed to rent to her. When they met her in person, they
suddenly discovered that the apartment had already been taken.
The seeds of prejudice have taken root in France, and intolerant
French officials will now be able to use the new legislation to nour-
ish those seeds, and, if they so choose, to dissolve even ethnic mi-
nority groups.

The French government may be the most intolerant in Western
Europe. But certain other European governments continue to
refuse to comply with their international human rights commit-
ments.

Thanks to the fine work of American Congressmen and the State
Department the legendary jazz musician Chick Corea, winner of 11
Grammy Awards, has been able this year to arrange a series of pri-
vately-sponsored concerts in Germany.

Nonetheless, in April, a state-sponsored theater in Augsburg,
Germany, cancelled a performance Mr. Corea was due to give in
November because Mr. Corea is a Scientologist.

The American singer and performer, Julia Migenes, famous for
her role in the Fiddler on the Roof, Salome, West Side Story, and,
with Placido Domingo, as the flamboyant Carmen in the film of
that name, has also experienced state-sanctioned discrimination in
Germany because she is a Scientologist.

Madam Chairman, I concur with the other witnesses, that the
time has come to consider strong legislative action against Western
European governments that refuse to respect human rights and
freedom of religion and belief. This lack of respect has seriously im-
pacted the lives and livelihoods of many people, including U.S. citi-
zens. We must take concrete measures to protect the freedoms of
people who may not be able to take a stand for themselves, individ-
uals of whatever religion or ethnicity who face an assault on their
rights in France and other countries.

I thank you for your commitment to religious freedom and ethnic
diversity and to human rights, and for taking the time to listen to
my testimony today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hayes follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ISAAC HAYES, ACTOR/MUSICIAN

Madame Chairwoman and distinguished members of the Committee:
I am grateful to you for giving me the opportunity to speak to you today about

the harm being done in France by prejudice—the bitter prejudice of intolerance.
I hope that by giving a public airing to this issue, we can dispel some of the dark

clouds that are gathering over France—a country where more members of religious,
spiritual and ethnic movements suffer for their beliefs than in any other democracy
in the world. And yet, I am not optimistic that circumstances will change, unless
we, as Americans, take decisive action to bring about that change.

Last October, I flew to France to take part in a march and rally for religious free-
dom in Paris. Thousands of people belonging to many different faiths from all over
the world had assembled in Paris to speak out for human rights. We were a peaceful
gathering, waving flags and singing songs for freedom. Yet the Prefecture would not
allow us to march through the streets of Paris. These officials were nervous, fright-
ened and intolerant. Under pressure from their government masters, the prefecture
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ordered 300 riot police onto the streets. Then they ordered us to disperse. So we
did, and we travelled by cars and buses to a wooded area near Paris, where we held
a concert for human rights. I could not help being reminded of the Chinese reaction
in 1989, in that dreadful tragedy when the tanks advanced on the students in
Tiananmen Square. Fear drove those tanks. In Paris, thankfully, no one was hurt.
But the French officials showed that same fear, that same intolerance of peoples’
rights to hold and to express their personal opinions and beliefs.

Members of minority religions have lost their jobs, they have been denied access
to public facilities, they have been pilloried in the media, their careers have been
destroyed, and their children denied access to kindergarten—all because of their be-
liefs. The French government’s official policy and practice of intolerance continues
to generate daily incidents of religious and economic discrimination in both the pri-
vate and public sector.

The intolerant mind-set that French officials have created is illustrated by a re-
cent incident. A member of a religion that is fully recognized in the United States
visited a member of the French National Assembly to seek his help in opposing pro-
posed legislation designed to shut down minority churches. The MP was not present,
and his assistant was indifferent to her concerns. When she protested that as a
French citizen, she had a right to be heard, the MP’s assistant replied, ‘‘You are
not a citizen, you are a sect member.’’

Unfortunately, the French government has blatantly non-complied with the reli-
gious freedom provisions of the Universal Declaration on Human Rights and the Eu-
ropean Convention on Human Rights. Mr. Patrick Hinojosa has testified about how
his software company, a leader in its field, has been boycotted by both government
and private agencies in France, solely because of the religious affiliation of the com-
pany’s founder. Many other such examples abound. Some are documented in the
booklet, ‘‘Report on Discrimination Against Spiritual and Therapeutic Minorities in
France’’, compiled by a coalition of religious and spiritual movements. I am attach-
ing a copy to my testimony and ask that it be included in the record.

We hear much of religious and ethnic intolerance in the abstract. I want to take
a more personal approach by describing some of the consequences in the lives of in-
dividual men, women and children. As an artist, I am particularly concerned that
the deteriorating human rights situation in France threatens freedom of artistic ex-
pression, and the ability of artists to survive economically. Several incidents illus-
trate this problem. In 1999, a talented young singer who belongs to a minority
movement was selected out of more than 700 candidates to represent France in the
internationally famous Eurovision song contest. When her religious affiliation be-
came known, she experienced a string of harassing incidents before, during and
after the competition. As a result, her producers cancelled 16 TV shows in which
she had planned to perform as well as a contract for two albums over three years,
including tours in Canada and Japan.

A musician and graphic artist who belongs to a Zen movement has described how
the movement became the target of a media lynching, with crazy rumors that his
spiritual group engages in arms trafficking, prostitution and other immoral acts con-
trary to their beliefs and artistic works. Of course, it hardly needs saying that this
smear campaign has had a stifling effect on his creative work.

In addition to artists, French officials and private anti-religious groups have tar-
geted respected professionals in many different fields. Such campaigns have had
fatal consequences for their victims. For example, a doctor who ran a highly re-
garded therapy center, to which a nearby hospital and courts commonly referred
drug addicts for help, killed himself after officials closed his center following a vi-
cious propaganda campaign instigated by a local hate group.

A naturopath and speech therapist who practices an eastern spiritual discipline
lost 60% of his clients after an organization called the Association for the Defence
of the Family and the Individual, known as ADFI, began circulating propaganda
against religious minorities to schools and universities. ADFI denounced him pub-
licly and savaged his reputation in the media. As a footnote, ADFI is one of the as-
sociations named by parliamentarians to have the right to bring civil complaints
against religious minorities under newly enacted legislation.

Even older minority movements have come under attack. A member of a Rosicru-
cian movement forfeited his parental rights and can now only see his children once
every two weeks between 10am and 6pm. This followed a divorce and four-year judi-
cial procedure, during which his membership of the Rosicrucians was used to preju-
dice the court and local officials against him. Another example is that of a Celtic
Orthodox priest who belongs to what used to be a thriving network of 25 health cen-
ters. Then, an article appeared in a national French magazine, claiming to cite docu-
ments from the French internal security agency, the Renseignement Generaux, con-
necting the movement with the notorious Order of the Solar Temple. The health
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centers filed a complaint against the magazine, and the documents were exposed as
fabrications in court. The centers won a one million franc judgement, reduced on
appeal to 120,000 francs. But the false accusations continue to haunt the network
of health centers, with the result that practically all are financially ruined and no
longer operate.

French governmental intolerance of minority faiths has even been introduced into
schools. One mother who is a Scientologist unexpectedly discovered that her 13-
year-old daughter’s sports class had been cancelled and replaced by a mandatory
conference on ‘‘cults.’’ Her daughter was extremely upset by the bigotry and preju-
dice spread at this conference, conducted with the support of the Ministry of Na-
tional Education and the Interministerial Mission to Fight Against Sects. And in-
deed, central to an understanding of such incidents is that the French government,
and French officials such as Alain Vivien of the ‘‘Interministerial Mission to Fight
Against Sects’’, create a climate that feeds and nurtures such intolerance.

I could list example after example of how the French government has created a
climate which makes life for religious minorities in France a hard-fought battle for
survival. In addition, governmental intolerance now also threatens France’s major
churches. According to the president of the French Protestant Federation, rep-
resenting 16 major churches and 5,000 associations including Reformed, Lutheran
and Pentecostal churches, some Protestant churches in France are considering re-
moving the word ‘‘evangelical’’ from their names for fear of official repercussions. An
evangelical church in Lyons with 5,000 parishioners regularly organizes gospel
events in the town square. Until a few years ago, they enjoyed the support of local
authorities. But in recent times, local officials have become obstructive and have
placed various barriers in their way, such as denying them electricity. After years
of broadcasting their religious messages on local radio, and after a series of increas-
ingly harassing restrictions put on their right to broadcast, they were eventually re-
fused access to the airwaves.

Some of the groups whose experiences I have described are among the 172 reli-
gious and spiritual minorities blacklisted in a 1995 French parliamentary commis-
sion report. This report has been criticized by international human rights organiza-
tions, the U.S. State Department and expert scholars in religion for its bias, the un-
democratic manner in which it was produced, and the discrimination it has created.
Yet, as you have heard, France has now passed the most oppressive legislation in
western Europe targeting religious organizations. When French authorities start ap-
plying the new law to bring about the dissolution of these groups, the 1995 report
with its blacklist 172 such movements will form their basic reference.

You will hear from French officials trying to explain away the intolerance that
‘‘freedom in France is not the same as freedom in the United States.’’ But this argu-
ment comes from the perpetrators of intolerance, not its victims. Freedom is free-
dom. It means freedom to think and believe according to one’s conscience, and that
includes the freedom to communicate one’s ideas and beliefs, and the freedom to act
upon them.

I read the debate that took place in the National Assembly on the day that the
new legislation passed. One MP stood up and said that he regretted, and I am
quoting, ‘‘a great night of the sects unfortunately cannot take place that would allow
us to handle it all at once.’’ Nobody spoke up in protest when this man uttered those
words of violence. It is a symptom of the decay of human rights and freedom in
France that nobody objects when an elected official makes such an outrageous, egre-
gious appeal to base prejudice and intolerance.

As an African-American, I am also very worried by remarks made by the authors
of this new legislation. Madame Picard, a member of the French National Assembly,
was quoted in the media the day the law passed, saying that groups of a ‘‘spiritual,
ethnological or philosophical nature’’ are prime targets.

‘‘Spiritual, ethnological, or philosophical’’—that just about covers everyone. Who
is not a member of some spiritual, ethnic or philosophical group?

France is a nation of 60 million people touched by many ethnic groups, including
North African, Indochinese, Slavic and Basque. At least three and a half million of
the French population are immigrants, more than half from outside the European
Union. During the past ten years, an increasing number of politicians have been
speaking publicly against ethnic minorities. In Marseille, North Africans make up
approximately a quarter of the city’s 800,000 inhabitants, and there is a stark con-
trast between the affluent parts of the city and the areas where the ethnic minori-
ties live. Relations are often tense, and it’s more than a matter of the government
forbidding Muslims to wear their headscarves in public schools. One Senegal-born
woman who has spent most of her life in France, and speaks French perfectly, still
reports discrimination; when she tried to find an apartment, landlords, hearing her
over the phone, mistook her for a white woman and agreed to rent to her. But when
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they met her in person, they suddenly discovered that the apartment had ‘‘already
been taken.’’ The seeds of prejudice and intolerance have taken root, and intolerant
French officials will now be able to use the new legislation to nourish those seeds,
and, if they so choose, to bring about the dissolution of targeted ethnic minority
groups.

The French government is undoubtedly the most intolerant in western Europe.
But certain other European governments continue to refuse to comply with their
international human rights commitments. In February, for the 8th successive year,
the U.S. State Department’s Annual Human Rights Report criticized German gov-
ernment discrimination against Scientologists, as well as against certain Christian
groups. Scientologists continue to suffer harassment, stigma and invasion of their
private lives by the German government’s domestic security agency, the Office for
the Protection of the Constitution. In addition, although the German federal govern-
ment claims to have relaxed its use of so-called ‘‘sect filters’’ making employment
or contractual relations conditional on individuals stating that they are not
Scientologists, the public and private sector continue to use such filters. Moreover,
German officials continue to deny American artists the right to perform at state-
sponsored concerts in Germany, solely because of their religious association. Thanks
to the fine work of American congressmen and the State Department, the legendary
jazz musician Chick Corea, winner of 11 Grammy Awards, has been able this year
to arrange a series of privately sponsored concerts in Germany. Nonetheless, the dif-
ference in how officialdom treats this great artist in Germany compared with in the
United States could hardly be greater. In May, Mr. Corea’s hometown of Chelsea,
Massachusetts, named a street in his honor. But one month previously, a state-
sponsored theatre in Augsburg, Germany cancelled a performance Mr. Corea was
due to give there in November, because Mr. Corea is a Scientologist. The American
singer and performer Julia Migenes, famous for her roles in Fiddler on the Roof,
Salome, West Wide Story, and, with Placido Domingo, as the flamboyant Carmen
in the film of that name, has also experienced state-sanctioned discrimination in
Germany. While these artists may be able to perform privately, most of the major
musical venues in Germany are state-sponsored, and the German government’s de-
nial of their right to perform there places them at a severe commercial disadvan-
tage.

In Belgium, government officials deny fundamental rights to members of minority
religions, based in large part on a 1997 parliamentary report that blacklisted 189
such movements, including Hasidic Jews and the Catholic movement, Opus Dei. The
International Helsinki Federation for Human Rights reports that in October 2000,
an eastern movement was banned by order of a municipal mayor in Brussels from
holding a public meeting. The organizers were informed that the ban had been im-
posed following orders from state security. The movement, which has never been
prosecuted for illegal activities in Belgium, was told that their meetings were forbid-
den and any discussion of their religion would result in arrest.

Madame Chairwoman, over the last several years, many of us have come here and
have spoken out against discrimination in France, and Germany and Belgium. It is
time to do more than utter words of protest. That is why, Madame Chairman, I con-
cur with the other witnesses today that the time has come to consider tough-minded
action against western European governments that refuse to respect human rights.
We have the legislation to do it—the International Religious Freedom Act. Let’s use
that tool to take a stand for people who may not be able to take a stand for them-
selves—individuals of whatever religion or ethnicity who face extinction of their
rights in France.

I thank you for your commitment to religious freedom, to ethnic diversity, and to
human rights, and for taking the time to listen to my testimony today.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you. That is not too much of a sac-
rifice, Mr. Hayes.

Ms. Bell, I would like to begin questions with you. As a public
figure, how do you and your colleagues view your role in the effort
to curtail the growing trend of religious intolerance in Europe so
that those rights are protected and ensured for all?

Ms. BELL. Well, I am in a very fortunate position to be able to
speak for people who do not have a voice in those countries. So I
know I personally, and I am sure Isaac as well, feel it is my re-
sponsibility to speak out and to make people aware of what is going
on. Because I know that I was appalled when I found out about
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this new French law, and anyone that I have spoken to about it.
It is hard to believe that this is going on in France.

You know, France is a democratic nation that has agreed to the
human rights treaties, the international—all of the international
treaties on this, and it is not—you do not expect it from France.
You know, you expect it from many other countries.

I am Persian, my mother’s side of the family is Iranian, and I
have heard stories of the discrimination and the intolerance that
she grew up with. And you expect it from a country like that, but
not France.

So again, it is my responsibility and my duty to—you know, to
help those people be heard.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. And do you believe that the European gov-
ernments discriminate against artists and public figures such as
yourself and Mr. Hayes as a way of sending a message to religious
groups that they do not stand a chance against these governmental
policies if celebrities such as you and Isaac are also victims?

Do you believe that this is a tactic used by those governments
to weaken the resolve of those targeted groups, to deter them for
fighting these laws?

Ms. BELL. Well, sure. I think it is something that they definitely
attempt to do. I personally have not seen that yet. My show is
doing well in Germany and France, but you know, it has certainly
caused some concern. I mean, do I now need to worry about some-
one finding out about, you know, my race or my religion, or you
know, the fact that I am Persian, or I am a Scientologist, or what-
ever it might be? Do I need to hide that?

You know, it is like—it is scary to think that that might happen
to me, but it is happening to others, and unfortunately they are
trying to set an example, yes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you.
Now, Mr. Hayes, you are rightfully proud of your activities and

your involvement for many, many decades in the civil rights move-
ment in the United States.

Are there any lessons or thoughts that you might have based on
that experience in the civil rights movement which could help the
Congress better understand the plight of religious minorities in
France and in all of Europe?

What parallels would you draw between the two? Do you believe
that religious discrimination and racial discrimination stem from
the same causes and factors? Or do you see them as two separate
issues?

Mr. HAYES. No. I think they are all the same. Growing up in the
South and having grown up with the pains of racism and discrimi-
nation, I have seen the same thing in Europe.

I can—I advise that they do not give up. They must fight for
their rights, and demonstrate, if they are allowed to, and some
might have to go to jail doing that.

And I want to also mention that—I want to thank Congressman
Ben Gilman. He has been in the trenches with us for a lot of years.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Many years.
Mr. HAYES. Yes, because when I first came on the Hill, he was

very supportive of what we were doing.
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And I am going to take you back a few years. I was in Germany
on a record promotion tour, and this lady I had not seen in Ger-
many for a long time. And so we had a dinner one night, and these
German ladies took me out. They were in the industry, entertain-
ment. And I was proud of my religion, and the wonderful things
I had gotten in my religion. I said,

‘‘Yeah, since you’ve seen me, I’m a Scientologist.’’
‘‘Shhhh, don’t say that.’’

Fear was in these women’s faces because I said I was a
Scientologist. It was reminiscent of what I have read about the
Salem witch hunts. If you are affiliated with someone who is of a
minority religion, you will suffer if you reach out a hand of friend-
ship to them. And I saw the tears of a gentleman, a business per-
son in Germany who had lost his business because he was a
Scientologist.

All these things will continue, and that is why I say today I am
appealing to all the legislators. They have the power to take a
stand. America is a world leader and what we do and say here is
heard around the world, and it has influence.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Yes, that is true.
Mr. HAYES. So, gone are the days to be diplomatic and sit back.

You can no longer do that. They said that about Germany in the
early part of the last century, and look what happened. You looked
around and they had almost conquered all of Europe and parts of
Asia, and some parts of Africa.

So this thing has to be stopped now. One day, you know—it is
religion now, and just like you just asked my colleague here, they
target us. They target us. And if they can get away with that, next
it is another religion and next it is racism. It just continues. It is
like a malignancy and it has to be stopped.

And I think stands should be taken because if we are not allowed
to work over there, which will affect your economic welfare, then
they should not be allowed to practice their businesses in one of the
most fertile markets in the world here in the states. I think those
things should be really looked at seriously.

I’m a southerner. You kill my dog, I kill your cat.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I understand.
Do you think that the religious discrimination and the policies of

France, Germany and some of the other European countries that
we have been discussing will have a negative impact on the ability
of American artists that interact with their fans in these countries,
do you believe that discrimination then will extend to prohibition
of the sales, restrictions on the type of music and films shown, cen-
sorship of books and other medium simply because of the religious,
spiritual or philosophical association of the arts?

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chair, it definitely will. I have heard stories
about various artists who have suffered at the hands of this reli-
gious intolerance. And I even, when I was over there in October,
Kirstie Alley and I, we spoke at a press conference, and we ad-
dressed the people of France, to let them know that we were not
talking about the people of France. We know that France has a his-
tory of being a champion for freedom and religious tolerance, and
artistic tolerance. But it was a few in the government, and we cited
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them and called their names out, to let them know what was going
on.

As the Secretary earlier spoke about it is not the French people,
no, it is not. But I would like to say that sometimes by refraining
to say something, one is almost as guilty as the perpetrator. When
you see some injustices going on and you do not say anything, si-
lence gives consent. And they are saying that they approve of that
in some cases. But I am sure it is a lot of fear as well. For those
who speak out and challenge the government about those various
things, I am sure that they fear that they will invoke the wrath
of this oppressive government.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you.
Ms. Fazili and Mr. Grieboski, speaking about what action the

State Department or the U.S. Congress can do, what specific provi-
sions in the International Religious Freedom Act could be used to
address this growing problem? And would you agree or disagree
with the issuance of State Department travel advisories and busi-
ness advisories from the Department of Commerce for Western Eu-
ropean countries which discriminate against particular religions?
And what legislation or other U.S. action would you recommend?

Ms. FAZILI. I am actually not an expert on issues of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act, so I am going to let Joe handle
that question.

Mr. GRIEBOSKI. Thank you. Madam Chairwoman, in response to
your question regarding the International Religious Freedom Act,
as Secretary Craner had pointed out, there are 15 levels of sanc-
tions available to the President to use when there are severe viola-
tions.

He had mentioned being at step four, which is, as I recall, an of-
ficial denouncement of the actions of the government. I would en-
courage the implementation, as Mr. Pitts had mentioned earlier, of
step seven, which is the cancellation and denial of state visits,
working visits and official visits. And I would particular encourage
that to be placed on the staff of the Interministerial Commission
to Battle Sects and Cults in France, as well as the other organiza-
tions which actively promote an intolerance and discrimination.

While that may—it takes very little administrative work on our
part, I would believe the message that would be sent to Western
European countries would be resounding, and I would encourage
that such action be taken.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you. And, Mr. Hinojosa, I just have
one question because I know that Mr. Pitts has to go and Ms.
McKinney is kind enough to have ceded her slot to him so that he
can go to his hearing.

The actions of the French authorities against companies such as
yours, Panda, and U.S. subsidiaries and other U.S. companies, con-
stitute trade barriers. There have already been similar cases in
Germany.

Do you believe that the U.S. should bring this issue as a formal
complaint to the World Trade Organization?

Mr. HINOJOSA. Yes, I do. It is, under that agreement and that
organization, illegal for them to do what they have done. So we
should draw the line in the sand and bring it before that body as
a formal complaint. I agree with that.
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you.
Mr. Pitts, and thank you very much, Ms. McKinney.
Mr. PITTS. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. I appreciate your

courtesy.
I have one question I would like each of you to speak to, and

maybe I can be more specific with some of you. But to what would
you attribute the intensification of the anti-cult or the anti-sect
movements in Western Europe? What is giving rise to this disas-
trous antical law in France, which is very serious. If you read it,
individuals found guilty under its provisions will lose basic rights
of citizenship. They cannot exercise political, civil or family rights,
work as professionals, even sign a bank check for several years.

So what is giving rise to this? And I will start with you, Mr.
Grieboski, if you want to respond to that. And also, would you
agree or disagree with the issuance of State Department travel
advisories or business advisories by the Department of Commerce
for Western European countries that discriminate against par-
ticular religions?

Mr. GRIEBOSKI. Thank you, Mr. Pitts.
In answer to your first question, what is giving rise to this, Mr.

Smith had pointed out earlier today that often it is brought up the
mass suicides of the Order of the Solar Temple, and such. I do not
necessarily accept that as the major cause of this, of this anti-cult.

In essence, I believe—I would like to take a step back and I do
not believe this is an anti-cult, anti-sect feeling. I believe that this,
in essence, a feeling of anti-religiosity in general. I do not believe
that the French legislation, for instance, targets primarily minority
religious groups. I do not believe that the Church of Scientology,
the Unificationist Church, the Jehovah’s Witnesses are the primary
target of this legislation.

We have seen recently for the first time in very 150 years a
Catholic bishop being brought before the courts on trial for not
turning in a priest who confessed something during confession; in
essence, putting the Catholic seal of confession on trial in France.
And so I do not believe this is solely an anti-cult, anti-sect senti-
ment.

As to what is truly driving that, I cannot say. I have racked my
brain on this question for I cannot tell you how long now, in es-
sence, trying to find out what is driving this, what is causing this.
And to this point I have to say I do not know. I know not what
the——

Mr. PITTS. Should there not be a distinction between criminal be-
havior and actions and on the other hand religious beliefs?

Mr. GRIEBOSKI. Oh, absolutely. First of all, it is in violation of
international agreements to which the French have signed to blame
an entire religious organization for the acts of an individual. There
are at work here, in general, a very large differences in the under-
standing of the role of government between the United States and
Western Europe.

Western Europe recognizes a much more paternalistic attitude
toward the role of government to defend its citizens. And so the
government of France is saying that its own citizens are not capa-
ble of taking care of themselves and making their own decisions.

Mr. PITTS. All right, Mr. Hinojosa.
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Mr. HINOJOSA. As far as exactly what is fueling it, I could only
look historically and say there would be a small number of people
in positions of power who hate. As far as the notion of using it as
a pretext to protect the population, we saw last century how the
population of Europe was protected from dangerous minorities, by
the extermination of millions, which is not too good a protection.

As far as the next question——
Mr. PITTS. I appreciate your answer on the World Trade Organi-

zation, but as a businessman——
Mr. HINOJOSA. Sure.
Mr. PITTS [continuing]. Are there other things the U.S. govern-

ment can do, particular trade agencies, to defend your commercial
interests?

Mr. HINOJOSA. Yes. The first thing is going to the WTO, I mean,
as a legal action, which we did on the issue with the bananas, if
you remember that. That worked. Unfortunately, we are to the
point where talking and chastising has not produced any change.

As a businessman, money talks. I am sorry, that is the way it
is. If they feel squeezed in their corporations, those companies’ ex-
ecutives in France will go to the government and ask them why are
you putting us at risk now by this illegal behavior. That is what
changed the last time.

Mr. PITTS. Thank you. Ms. Fazili, if you can also ask or respond
to how is this going to impact the Muslim communities in other
Western European countries and in China, for instance?

Ms. FAZILI. Okay, thank you very much.
To comment on your first question about, you know, what is

causing this rise in anti-cult, anti-religious legislation in France, I
think it has to do with historic roots in France of—as Joe alluded
to before earlier as well—string anti-religious elements in the soci-
ety and their notion of a very strict secular public sphere.

The French idealist for individual equality and a culturally ho-
mogenous public space, and they really do not like to acknowledge
differences amongst the individuals in the public space or make
reservations for people because they find it divisive in their notion
of republic and ideals.

But the changing nature of the French state and the French, I
think, national community in the past 30 years has required them
to start to make exceptions to safeguard the liberties of their own
citizens in matters of religious practice and ethnic diversity, et
cetera.

To answer your second question, could you repeat the second
question, please?

Mr. PITTS. How is it going to affect the Muslim communities in
other countries, Western European or even China?

Ms. FAZILI. Yes. I alluded to that somewhat in my testimony. In
Germany, we saw in the early nineties teachers began to be re-
stricted from teaching in public schools if they wore scarves. In
Switzerland, a teacher who became Muslim, already had a teaching
position, became Muslim, and started to wear the scarf in 1994,
was fired from her job, and that case went before the European
Court of Human Right, and they actually voted to allow—the
upheld the firing of her in February of this year, which is a dan-
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gerous precedent, I think, for religious liberty of Muslim minorities
in Europe.

The impact it has on Muslim minorities is I think it is going to
cause them to be increasingly fearful of a retraction of their rights
in these secular liberal democracies. Part of the reason many Mus-
lims migrated to these countries was for the ideas of freedom which
these countries upheld, and so I think that is one of the impacts
it could have.

Mr. PITTS. Thank you.
Mr. Hayes, you heard the first question. Also, how is this going

to impact you as an artist or other artists in the ability to interact
with your fans, sell, you know, films, books, music, whatever?

Mr. HAYES. Well, it is going to cause losses in revenue because
of the attitude of governments, because of the pressure brought to
bear on those who do business with entertainers and artists who
are associated with these minority religions.

I would also like to add, what is behind all of that? I think it
is fear because in Scientology we have various programs to add to
one’s prosperity and one’s survival, ethically of course. But we have
study technology. People learn to read and really understand. We
have strong drug rehabilitation programs. We have a strong incar-
cerate program called ‘‘Criminon.’’ where people can get their lives
together and rehabilitate. We have—we have strong administrative
technology. And when these people learn these technologies, their
businesses prosper. Their lives prosper.

So I think the—especially in Germany, they saw it as some kind
of a threat economically, which was not the case, but they saw
that, so they did not want that to happen. Even though they were
Germans, native Germans, but when they became Scientologists
and they saw their businesses really prospering, it was a threat
and it is fear.

And some people have a tendency to dislike that as different, and
that is a big threat, so they try to just destroy it and get it out of
the way, move the competition out of the way.

Mr. PITTS. Thank you.
Ms. Bell, you have heard the first question. Also you might add,

you said firm, deliberate actions should be taken by the U.S. gov-
ernment. Can you be specific what type of specific actions should
we take?

Ms. BELL. Sure. I will start with the first question.
I agree with what everyone else has said. I believe it is not ev-

eryone in France, obviously. It is an attempt by a select few that
are furthering their own political and/or religious or lack of reli-
gious beliefs. The scary part and the part that makes me want to
take action now is that it is the first step of what could ultimately
be many steps that restrict peoples’ religious freedom, and ulti-
mately place the power in the state’s hands and not a person’s
choice to believe and practice what they choose.

In terms of the specific actions, there is a bill that was being
drafted, right. Congressman Gilman and Congressman Ros-
Lehtinen—Congresswoman Ros-Lehtinen are drafting a bill they
are proposing which would basically describe specifically what ac-
tions.
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The main area that we are looking at is some sort of either trade
penalties, some sort of a penalty. I am not an expert in that area,
but I know that there are some specific things that we could ad-
dress that would maybe make them pay attention and re-look at
this law.

Mr. PITTS. Thank you very much. Thank you for your testimony.
Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Mr. Pitts, and thank you, Ms.
McKinney, for your time.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you Madam Chair.
First of all, I would like to say thank you for calling this hearing

on this subject, and giving me an opportunity to reignite a long di-
minished friendship with Mr. Hayes who sort of abandoned me for
several years. [Laughter.]

But I have only one question, and it is for Ms. Fazili.
Last week a Muslin intern was ejected from a White House meet-

ing for no other reason than that he was Muslin. He had been
cleared through security. He had been admitted into the Indian
Treaty Room. He was in the middle of a briefing on faith-based ini-
tiatives. And in the middle of the briefing the agents come in and
take him out, and I am very proud to say that the entire Muslim
delegation got up and walked out with him.

Now, I do not want to denigrate the Bush White House because
I have had my problems with the Clinton White House, and if we
are talking about Islamaphobia, then it does not matter which
White House it is. It is something that is pervasive in the politics
of America and in American society.

You said in your testimony that American Muslims are facing in-
creasingly serious human rights problems in this country, but that
is a discussion for another day. Well, another day might not come.
So I want you to take just a few minutes to talk about the struggle
in America.

Ms. FAZILI. Thank you very much, Congresswoman McKinney. I
really appreciate you extending that offer to me.

Like I said, I was present at that White House meeting and all
of us were astonished that, although we all had prior security
clearance, they came into the meeting and did not give any of us
an answer for his ejections from the meeting when he was a young,
20-year-old American citizen.

American Muslims face many similar obstacles actually as the
European Muslims do in terms of discrimination, hate crimes, mis-
understandings, stereotypes, prejudice. Islamophobia essentially is
pervasive, I think, in America as it is in Europe and in England.

I can give you some examples. Outside Chicago last summer
there was a well publicized case of a Muslim community wanting
to take an abandoned church and convert it into a mosque, and the
town council blocked the measure. And right now the group is
going through the courts to try to adjudicate over this issue right
now.

But you see that oftentimes that local councils in America block
Muslim communities when they want to set up houses of worship
in the area, whether they are converting old buildings or old
churches.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 11:06 Sep 19, 2001 Jkt 073775 PO 00000 Frm 00078 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 F:\WORK\IOHR\071101\73775 HINTREL1 PsN: HINTREL1



75

In the community I grew up in Buffalo, New York, when we built
or Islam Center, repeatedly when we put the windows in they were
smashed by vandals. There is arson at mosques.

A few years ago there was a case where a disc jockey in Colorado
decided to play a joke, you know, on his morning talk show, and
took dogs into a mosque while people were praying, and disrupted
the congregation.

So there are many things that American Muslims face. Airport
and police profiling, harassment, discrimination, poor medial por-
trayals, and as you cited earlier, secret evidence which has contin-
ued to plague this community as a community that has been sin-
gled out as the only case, almost all the cases except for, I think,
one have been against an Arab or a Muslim, which shows that this
legislation is targeted in its implementation and this practice must
be stopped because it is unconstitutional and violates the due proc-
ess and denies civil liberties to American Muslims.

Thank you very much, Congresswoman McKinney.
Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you, Madam Chair.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Ms. McKinney.
And just to have a little different take on what my good friend,

Ms. McKinney, said. I would like to say that the White House had
invited the intern. When the Secret Service agents escorted him
out, it was a mistake. The President on the same day apologized
for this action, and the Bush White House continues to involve
Muslim leaders in the discussions on the World Conference Against
Racism, but I understand that there may difference of views on
that.

But as Voltaire said, ‘‘I may disagree with what you are saying
but I will fight to the death your right to say it.’’ And what has
happened to this tradition in France, is this the beginning of the
end for pluralistic democracy and societies in Europe?

And with that I would like to thank the witnesses appearing be-
fore us, and I would like to say, Ms. Bell, that Anita Maggio from
my staff back there who is very embarrassed that I am pointing
her out, is one of your legions of fans, so we are going to ask you
to stay here just for 1 second.

Ms. BELL. Of course.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much.
Ms. BELL. Thank you.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. And the Subcommittee is now adjourned. We

thank all the Members and the audience for being with us.
[Whereupon, at 4:17 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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